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PREFACE. 
HE Defign of the following Diſ- 
courſe, is to vindicate the Do- 
arine of Chriſt's Satisfaction 
from the Socinian Objetions: 
Which, that I might do more effefually, 
T ſet my ſelf to conſider the Force and 
Strength of all that Crellius had proda- 
ced in his elaborate Anſwer to Grotius. 
For T have always endeavoured to under- 
ſtaud the right ſtate of a Queſtion, before 
IT undertook it ; and when I had done that, 
T have taken as much Care, az I could, to 
repreſent it truly to others. Which made 
me not a little ſurprized, when I found 
our modern Socinians 7 their late Pam- Conlidera- 
phlets to charge Me as well as others, with 5995 0. 
not reading their Books upon this Qyeſti- cotinns of 
on,and wholly miſtaking the State of the be Trini- 
Queſtion between the Church and them, y erty : 
Whereas, if I had not read their Books \hop'sSer- 


. mons, &c. 
A 2 1 might \.s. 


OE wee wyry wy 


i. et... AMM 2. As... li. Mt 


LT LL TICCLL 14 bid ididtebignatgrt eto. dd ates 


Serm.p 1 2- 


C 
\% 


The PREFACE. 


I might peradventure have entertained a 
more favourable Opinion of them, than 1 
zow have. But it was upon a diligent 
Conſideration of the utmoſt I could find 
was ſaid by their beſt Writers, that IT ſo 
long ſince ſatisfied my ſelf, that if the Books 
of the New Teſtament are to be our Rule of 
Faith, they were extreamly miſtaken. Tn- 
deed, our Unitarians ( as they call them- 
ſelves) ſeem to go another way to work ; 
which ws, by undermining the Authority of 
theſe Books, and ſo to introduce Deiſm a- 
mong us ; (of which I hope to give an Ac- 


count in another Diſcourſe, ) 


But my pre- 


ſent buſineſs is to lay open the true ſtate of 
this Controverſie between us. In their 
Anſwer to my Sermon (which is here Re- 
Anſw. to printed) they ſay, That the Unitarians 
never denied, as I fancy, that Jeſus 
Chriſt made himſelf a voluntary Sacri- 
fice for Expiation of the Sins of Man- 
kind. If this be true, Tcoufeſs, I have 
miſtaken them ; bt if the contrary prove 
very true from their owa Writings, what 
do theſe Men deſerve, for denying that 
which they know to be true? Por it is 
hardly poſſible to ſuppoſe ſach bold Vuder- 
taiers, as they are, ſhould be ignorant that 
Socitus abſolutely denied , hat Chriſt 
made himielf a voluntary Sacrifice for 


Expiation 
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Expiation of the Sins of Mankind. For 
; in his Anſwer to Volanus, he ſaith, That Socin. Op. 
: he and moſt others are greatly miſtaken T.1 p.391- 
| when they fay, that Chriſt offered up 
himſelf to God, when his Blood was 
| ſhed upon the Croſs: And he poſitively 
| affirms, That the Sacrifice which Chriſt 
oftered was not upon the Croſs, but in 
Heaven. TZheſe Paſſages gave great of- 
, fence to one Niemojevius, a Friend of his, 
F 1 who in his firſt Epiſtle to him, calls it, A Socin. E- 
horrid Paradox, and directly contrary to pitp 196. 
. .J\ACOY, 
| Scripture, and wonders what he meant 
! towrite ſo confidently againſt the plain 
of | Teſtimonies of Scripture. Socinus 2# 


wm # anſwer to him, ſcith, It is no more than 
© }F himſelf had aſſerted ſome Years before, 
8 in his Book De Servatore ; and others of P: 294 
=_ their Party before him. And he lays 
Ti down, as his Concluſion, which he defires 
nook his Friend to bring his Arguments againſt, 
we viz. That the Expiatory Sacrifice of 
FOE Chriſt for our Sins was not performed 
Vat on the Croſs, but in Heaven, Niemoje- 
bat vius brings expreſs places of Scripture a- 
} * gainſt this Opinion ; and faith, He could p: 224: 
74 : by no means excuſe ſuch plain Oppoſi- 


tion to the words of Scripture. Soct- 
riſt | nus z» his Reply perjiſts in ſaying, That p. 246. 
| there was no Expiatory Sacrifice for Sin 
A} in 
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in the Death of Chriſt ; and that it ought 
to be conſidered as an Intervening Con- 
dition in order to the Expiation in Hea- 
ven, and not otherwiſe ; byt he will by uo 
means allow any Proof of any Sacrifice of 
the Expiation on the Croſs. And ſo the 
Diſpute ended. With what face can they 
ow ſay, That the Unitarians never de- 
nied this, when Socinus #ot only doth it, 
but defends it, to the laſt, and ſaith, 
That others had done it before him : 
Which fſhews, that it was no ſingular Opi- 
nion of his own, but that which had been 
received among the Unitarians before him. 
But ſay they, The VUnitarians ever ac- 
knowledged that the Lord Chriſt was an 
Expiatory Sacrifice for our Sins, as may 
be ſeen in the Racovian Catechiſm. This 
is indeed a wonderfull Proof, they ever 
acknowledged it, as may be ſeen in the 
Racovian Catechiſm : Were there no Uni- 
tarians &efore the Racovian Catechiſm 2 
And was that always the ſame > Suppoſe the 
Unitarians before, were of another Opinion ; 
ſuppoſe the Racovian Catechiſm it ſe/f hath 
been altered in this matter : how can any man 
of Senſe be ſatisfied with ſuch kind of Ar- 
guments as theſe > One would think, they 
wrote onuely for ſuch as would take their 
Words ; they joyn ſo much Confidence with 
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ſo very little appearance of Reaſon, Al 
that know any thing of theſe Matters, know 
very well, that the Racovian Catechiſm 
was firſt framed by Smalcius, a ftritt Pol- 
lower and Defender of Socinus, from whoſe 
Opinions he did not wary at all as to this 
matter, as will appear from all the old E- 


ditions of it. In which the Queſtion is 


put, What is the Reaſon of the Suffe- Catect. 


rings of Chriſt? The Anſwer zs two fold; EE _ 


1. Tobe an Example of Patience. 2. To 
confirm the Truth of God's Promiſes. 
And after theſe are explained, another 


Queſtion xs asked, Ts there no other Cauſe Q. 12. 


of the Death of Chriſt 2 The Anſwer 1s 
very ſhort , Nulla prorſus, None ar all. 


And in the Concluſion of that Chapter a 


Queſtion is put about Sacrifices, and the Q. 38. 


Anſwer is, That the Death of Chriſt was 
no Sacrifice, but only a Preparation to 
it, and a kind of Introduction to it, for 
the Sacrifice was offered in Heaven and 
not before. Fave we not now great E- 
wvidence to believe from the Racovian Ca- 
techiſm, that Jeſus Chriſt made himſelf a 
voluntary Sacrifice for Expiation of the 
Sins of Mankind? But befides the Ka- 
covian Catechiſm , they referr me to 
Schlitingius aud Ruarus. For what, 7 
pray? For what the Unitarians always 
A 4 held ? 
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held > That - is. impoſſible , when there 1 
| ſuch evident Proof to the contrary. I ſup- 
poſe their meaning is, That the Racovian 
Catechiſm , being reviewed by them 
ſpeaks otherwiſe, 
Proof, that they were always of that mind, 
becauſe [op hence it is evident they have 
change 
one that will compare the latter Editions 


And is this a good 


it > And ſo it will appear to any 


Catech. with the former. In the laſt Edition 1 


Racov. 
Staurop. 


have ſeen, as it # reviewd # Schlitin- 


A.D.680. gius, Ruarus, and others, there i a Pre- 


Pp. 141+ 


 f-ce, wherein they confeſs it # changed in 


ſeveral things from what it was, when it 
was firſt publiſhed by Moſcorovius, A. D. 
1609, and yet the Unitarians were ſtill of 
the ſame mind, althoagh ſome more ſoftning 
Expreſſions were for meer ſhame thought 


fit to be inſerted. In this Corref Editi- 


on, the Queſtion is put, Why was it ne- 
ceſlary for Chriſt to ſuffer as he did > 
And the Anſwer is twofold; x. That 
Chriſt ſuffered for our Sins by God's ap- 
pointment, and underwent acruel Death 
as a Sacrifice of Expiation. Who could 
imagine this to be the Racovian Catechiſm 
flill> 2. Becauſe thoſe who are to be 
ſaved by him are ſubjeR to thelike Suffe- 
rings. This is ſomewhat a dark Reaſon ; 
but the former u that which we are to con- 
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_ Chriſt, ſay tbey, ſuffer'd for the fins of 
Mankind, and was a Sacrifice of, Expia- 
tion by his Death. What can'we acfire 
more? ſhall we always maintain diſputes 
about Words, when we agree in Senſe ? 
| No, that is not the Caſe, but we may ſeem 
| | to. agree in Words and differ .in Senſe. 


| That therefore muſt be mote ſtriftly exa- 

mined. But becauſe they ſometimes ſeem 

[ to be diſpleaſed that we take their Opi- Conſide- 

- #F nion from toreign Writers, ( fince they ations on 
. the Expli- 

- here ſet up for themſelves and are ſo able carions of 

3 to DG their own Senſe) and becauſe the Trin- 

t they refer me to their own late Prints in « Exe 

). the Engliſh Tongue, therefore 1 ſhall ap: 32. 

pf ply my ſelf to them, to find out what their 

wg | true Senſe in this matter is. And they Anſwer 

rt eem freely to tell us what they deny and *o my 

FA tara: affirm. OY ——P 

[> 1. They deny that this Sacrifice was 

] > by way of true and proper Satisfaction 

at or full and adequate Paytnent to the 

p- Juſtice of God. ro 

th 1 2. They affirm , that this Sacrifice 

Id }'} was only an Oblation, or Application 

Im to the Mercy of God. * 

be Þ}F In another place they complain, that Anſw. to 

Te- very few of their Adverſaries have re- #58. 

'F ally underſtood what they affirm or de- 

on- | ny concerning the Cauſes or Effects of 

iſt, ata 
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our Saviour's death. And they ſay, the 
Queſtion is only this, Whether the Lord 
Chriſt offer'd himſelf as ſuch a Sacrifice, 
Oblation or Price as might be made to 
the Juſtice of God, by way of Equiva- 
lent for what we ſhould have faffer' . 
or was an Oblation or Satisfaction as all 
former Sacrifices under the Law were, 
to the Mercy of God by way of Hum- 
ble Suit and Deprecation ? So that they 
will no longer Diſpute with us, about the 
Death of Chriſt being an Expiatory Sacri- 
fice for the ſins of Mankind ; and ſo this 
Point ſeems wholly gained. But we mul 
have a Care of being deceived by them. 
For the Scripture was too clear ond full to 
be born down by the Authority or Evaſions 
of Socinus ; and therefore they found it 
neceſſary to comply in Terms, as long as 
they conld keep to their own Notions under 


them. But what is the true Meaning of 


an Expiatory Sacrifice to the Mercy of 
God? If it Be no more but as a Condition 
intervening, Socinus would not allow that 
to make au Expiatory Sacrifice, aud there- 
in he was in the Right. 

The main Point then between us ſeems 
to be whether the Death of Chriſt had Re- 


Anſw. to ſpe to the Juſtice or to the Mercy of 
Ah. P:53" God > And here we muſt conſider what they 
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: underſtand by the Juſitce of | God. 
mi 1. They ſay, that Almighty God as 
King and Proprietor of all Perſons and 
Things, can forgive any Offence or all 
Offences, even without Repentance or 
Amendment, nor 1s it contrary to his 
Juſtice ſo to do. 

2. That it 1s not the Juſtice of God, 
by which he is prompted to puniſh ſin- 
ners, but his Holineſs and Wiſdom, and 
that Juſtice hath no other ſhare or inte- 
reſt in Puniſhment, but only to ſee that 
Puniſhment be not miſplaced, and that 
it do not exceed the Offence. 

3. That God could not ( juſtly or 
wiſely) ſubſtitute an innocent and well 
deſerving Perſon to undergo Puniſhment, p. 5+ 
properly ſo called in the Place oi the 
unrighteous and worthleſs, becauſe it 1s 
of the Nature of Juſtice not to miſplace 
Puniſhments. 

4. That Chriſt could not offer him- 
{elf freely for us to undergo the Puniſh- 
ment dueto us, nor could God accept of 

it, or allow it: becaule it is of the very 
! Eſlence of Juſtice not to miſplace Fu- 
ems | niſhment and not to exceed the Deſert _— 
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/ Re. | Of the Offence, which they fay are the 
y of | two things that conſtitute the Nature of 
they | Punitive Juſtice, 
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Trinitari- 74 another place, they ſay, That Chriſt 
og made himſelf an Oblation, an Expiatory 
p.18. Sacrifice on the Altar of the Croſs for 
our Sins. But his Sufferings were not 
(as Trinitarians teach.) deſigned as a Pu- 
niſhment laid on him in our ſtead, be- 
cauſe Puniſhment is the evil of Suffer- 
+ ing inflicted for the evil of Doing ; but 
NE Chriſt having done no fin; what he un- 
*|| derwent was only labour and ſuffering 
and no Puniſhment. Axd agazn they ſay, 
the Oblation was not made to the Ju- 
nm. ſtice, but to the Mercy of God. But 
1:18 p. 19 the Sufferings of Chriſt being graciouſly 
{11 accepted by God, as an Interceſſion on 
our behalf, God was ſatisfied with them, 
and this, they ſay, 1s the proper Notion 
_—_ of Satisfaction. The ſame they repeat in 
Mt biſhop, p. other places. And if no more were to be 
Wh 32: regarded but meer words, this Controver- 
£1 fie were at an End; for they own Chriſt's 
int} Death to be an Expiatory Sacrifice for 
- the Sins of Mankind, and that he made 
mW - by his Sufferings Satisfaction to God. 


Me: But I ſhall now make it appear, that 
: whatever they pretend, they do really own 
WE: - wo ſuch thing as the Death of Chriſt being 
|| 8 an Expiatory Sacrifice for the Sins of 


Mankind. However , we have this Ad- 
_ 8 wantage by theſe Conceſſions, that the 
||| 8 Scrip- 


; zF 
ws Bs LN 
'*. <LS KL <4 


TINA] «= 


be 


The PREFACE. 


Scriptures are yielded to be on our fide, 


| | and that they are forced to ſpeak as we do, 
, whatſoever their meaxing be. But that 
. they do not own any proper Expiatory G4. 
: crifice in the.Death of Chriſt, wzll beſt 
| appear by an Account of the Riſe and Pro- 
D ore(s of this Controverſjie, and of the true 
t State of 7t. 
. The firſt Riſe of it was from the Multi- 
tudes of Places of Scripture, which Attri- 
> bute all the proper Effefts of an Expiatory 
- Sacrifice to the Death of Chriſt. And 
i that by thoſe who beſt underſtood for what 
y End it was that Chriſt ſuffer d, and had 
of 10 Intention to deceive or. to amuſe Man- 
s kind, I mean our Saviour and his Apoſtles. 
Fe Our Bleſſed Saviour himſelf ſaith, That 
A the Son of Man came to give his Life a Marr. xe, 
7, | Ranſom for many. A Ranſom as zo A 
oy what ? Surely not as to the Mercy of God. x. 
”, * ButChriſt's Death was a Ranſom as zt was 


| an Expiatory Sacrifice; and if the oye 

4. 4 reſpeAs the Mercy of God, the other muſt 
* | do ſo roo, They may ſay, the Ranſom is 

from the Puniſhment of Sin, but this 

Ranſom might be made as to the Mercy 

. | of Gad, which delivers from it. But a 

"2, | Ranſom zs ſomething which is paidor laid 


I * downas aPrice of Redemption; and was 
he | very well underſtood in that Senſe among 
$ the 
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the Jews ; who all knew that by their Law, 


Levit. 17. the Blood of the Sacrifices was appoin- 


Ile 


Heb. 9.22. 


ted to be a Ranſom for their Souls. For 
it is the Blood that maketh an Atone- 
ment for the Soul. 7o which the Apoſtle 
refers, when he ſaith, that withour ſhed- 
ding of Blood there is no Remiſſion. 
So that hereby the Jews underſtood theſe 
things, (t.) That there was a Puniſhment 
due to their Sins, from which they couid ex- 
pet no Deliverance but by the Blood of Sa- 
crifices as a Ranſom or Price of Redemption 
for them. (2.) That as the Puniſhment 
became due by the Law, and the Execu- 
tion of it was by the Fuſtice of God, ſo the 
Ranſom or Price of Redemption muſt be 
by way of Satisfattion to the Law, in ſuch 
a manner as it had appointed. (3.) That 


they had no other Notion of an Expiato- | 


ry Sacrifice, but the Offering the Blood 
of the Sacrifice for an Atonement 7» or- 


der to the Averting the juſt Diſpleaſure of 


God againſt them for their Sins ; and this 
was. that, which they underſiood by Expia« 
tion or Remiſſion of Sins. (4.) That 
the Expiation did not depend upon the Sa- 


crifice, as an intervening Condition, as t0 


the Party who thereby performed an Att 
of Obedience, but upon the Nature of the 
Sacrifice which was offer d to God, For, 


what= 


= 
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whatever had been required, the Obedience 
had been the ſame; but here the great 
* Porce is laid on theBlood being ofter'd for 
! FExpiation. (5.) That however the Mer- 

= | cy of God was ſeen both in the Appointing 
* and Accepting the Ranſom; yet the Ex- 
b=.1 piatory Sacrifice was never underſiood by 
N. | them to Reſpeft the Mercy of God, but 
ſe * his Juſt Diſpleaſure againſt their Sins. 
ut | That ſtrange Language would it have been 
X=- | thought among the Jews to offer an Expia- 
a- | tory Sacrifice to the Mercy of God ? 
on | But Men that bring in New Doftrines, 
mt | muſt make a New Senſe of Words and 
cu- | Phraſes; or elſe they can never reconcile 
| them to each other. And it is a mighty 
; | Advantage to our Cauſe, that we under- 
uch || fland the Expreſſions of the New Teſtament 
hat || with Reſpeft to theſe Matters, uo other- 
tO- | wiſe than the Jews underſtood them, among 
ood || whomthey were ſpoken; and who had their 
'Or- | own Law to interpret them by. Our pre- 
reof | ſent Unitarians do not deny that the Sacri- 
this || fices under the Law had an immediate Re- 
pla® | ſpect to God, but they ſay, it Was not by 
| way of SatisfaCtion to the Juſtice of God, 
'94- | but by way of Application to the Mercy 
as fo |} of God, by way of humble Suit and De- 

AF | precation. 

the || But if there were ſuch a Sanitjon of the 
By Law, 
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Law, whereby an Obligation to Puniſhment | 
did followthe Offences forbidden by it; If * 
the Fuſtice of Godl were concerned to ſee the | 
Puniſhment executed , if the Law were 
not ſatisfied ; If the Sacrifice of Atonement | 
or Expiation were deſigned for ſatisfation 


* of the Law; and God did accept it for 


that End, then it follows, that theſe Sacri-. | 


fices were intended not meerly as Rites of In- 


tercelion and Deprecation to the Mercy | 
of God; but by way of Satisfation to his | 
Juſtice. For was zt not Juſtice in God to | 
puni(ſh Offenders againſt his Law? Was it | 
not Juſtice in God to require a Satisfattion | 
to his Law when it was broken 2 Was it | 
not Juſtice in God, when he had declared | 
that he woultl accept a Sacrifice of Atone- 
ment, to require that inſtead of the Puniſh- || 
ment of the Offenders, and to puniſh thoſe | 
who  wilfully neglefted or deſpiſed it > | 
How then, can they pretend that theſe 
Sacrifices had no Reſpe@ to the Jullice | 
of God? We never read in Scripture any 
Expreſſions, as to the Methods of Suppli- 
cation like this, That the Blood of the 


'Sacrifices was to expiate for their Sins ; 


and thar ir was given for an Atonement _ 
for the Soul. 7s zt ever ſaid, that Prayer | 
and Supplication was to make a Sacrifice of * 
Atonement, aud that it was appointed for 
that 
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that End? Prayer is a Natural and Ne- 
ceſſary Duty and a Condition in order to \ 
Pardon, but the Life and Force of that lies. 
in a Man's own Breaſt, in the inward and 
fervent Deſires of the Soul : but a Sacrifice 
of Atonement was a thing of another Na- + 
ture, the Blood was to be (hed aud then 
offer'd up to God, as a Sacrifice of Atone- 
ment, which God himſelf had appointed 
for that.End., and without which no Re- 
miſſion of Sins was to be expetted. But 
was not this from the Mercy of Godto . 
appoint ſuch a Sacrifice of Atonement 2 
No doubt of it, and ſoit was that he would 
accept it for ſuch an Fund. But that is 
by no means the preſent neſtion ; for it us, 
Whether the Sacrifice, which God appoint- 
ed for an Atonement, was only a Rite of 
Supplication to the Mercy of God 2 
one Senſe a Sacrifice of Atonement is a way 
of Deprecation : but then it relates tothe 
Wrath and Diſpleaſure of God ; for it is 
that which ' God hath appointed as the 
Means of Averting his Wrath, and Pre- 
venting the Execution of his Juſtice. But 
the main (Queſtion 8, Whether the Sacrifice 
of Atonement as to God's juſt Wrath and 
Diſpleaſure, be not a Real Satisfaction to 
his Juſtice? For if he be juſtly diſpleaſed, 
and might juſtly puniſh, but doth accept a 
b 
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Sacrifice of Expiation in ſtead of it, al- 
though there be a Concurrence of Mercy, yet 
there 1s a Real Atonement to hu Juſtice : 
unleſs they will ſay, the Fuſtice of God 1s 
not concerned in preſerving the Honour of 
his Laws. But of this more afterwards. 
If an Expiatory Sacrifice under the Law 
were nothing elſe but a Solemn Rite of Sup- 
plication to the Mercy of God zt would 
take away the Typical Nature of thoſe Sa- 
crifices, and eſpecially thoſe on the Day of 
Expiation. For what doth a Rite of Sup- 
plication and Interceſſion repreſent as a Fi- 
gure of ſomething to come? Why were 
Levit. 16. the Goat and the Bullock for the Sin» 
20,1! Offering to be preſented alive before the 
14,15,19. Lord ; then their Blood to be ſhed, and | 
to be ſprinkled before the Mercy-ſeat and Þ| 
upon the Altar 2 Why was the Scape- | 

Goat 70 have the Sins of the People con- 
feſled over him and put upon his head > *! 
v.21, Why was the Fleſh of the Bullock and 23 
27- Goat that was Sacrificed burnt without 
the Camp? Do theſe look like Applica- 
tions to the Mercy of God, by way of 
humble Suic and Deprecation ? But the 
Heb. 9.9, Apoſtle tothe Hebrews tells us,theſe things 
29+ vere a Figure repreſenting Chriſt offering 
himſelf up to God by his own Blood, 
who having obtain'd eternal Redemption 
tor 
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for us enter'd into the Holy Place (7x 
Heaven) whoſe Blood was far more effe- 
Aual for the Purging away of Sin, than 
the Blood of Bulls and Goats covld be; 
ana to anſwer to the burning of the Fleſh 
of the Sacrifices without the Camp, that he 
might Sandtity the People with his own 
Blood, he ſuffer'd without the Gate. Was 
all this nothing but an Oblation to the 
Mercy of God by way of Prayer and In- 
rerceſſion 2 Why all this Ceremony about an 
Oblation of Prayer, which depends on the 
hearty Devotion of him that makes it 2 
Why did not the High-Prieſt enter with- 
out Blood into the Holy of Holies, zf zt 
were nothing but a Rite of Supplication 2 
Why was the Blood ſprinkled upon the 
Aitar for Atonement, after he came out 
from the Mercy-Seat 2 Why was the Fleſh 
burnt without the Camp? Was that for 
Interceſlion too 2 But ſaith the Corrett 
Racovian Catechiſm, all this doth not 
prove that the whole Expiatory Sacrifice 
of Chriſt was performed on the Croſs, 
but only that it was begun there and 
perfected in Heaven. This doth evident- 
ly prove, that the Blood of Chriſt was ſhed 
for the Expiation of Sins, and that as the 
High-Prieſt wen? zto the Holy of Helies 
with the Blood of the Sacrifice of Arone- 
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ment there to make Interceſſion;; ſo Chriſt 
as our High-Prieſt with his Blood ſhed en- 


Heb. 7.25, ter'd in Heaven, where he ever lives to 


make Interceſſion for us. But ſay they, 
the Sacrifices under theLaw did not make 
any proper Satisfaftion for Sin, there- 
fore neither did Chriſt's Sacrifice. So that 
at laſt they confeſs that Chriſt's death was 
20 proper Expiatory Sacrifice ; for what- 
ſoever 1s ſo, muſt make Satisfaction to the 
Law and Juſtice of God. But ſay they, 
the Sacrifices were not offer'd for Pay- 
ment but for Remiſlion. 7 ſay, they were 
a Payment #» order to Remiſſlion. 7 
mean ſuch a Pay ment as the Law appointed 
and God accepted, and that is true and 
proper SatisfaQtion. But we maſt diſtin- 
guiſh a Legal Payment and Satisfattion, 
from Pecuniary Payment to a Creditor. 
Aud all the Confufron theſe Men have run 
into, bath been from m2»! of diſtinguiſhing 
theſe; of which T have treated at large in 
the following Diſcour{e. 

Thus far it appears that they have by no 


means allow & the Dea!h and Sup erings of 


Chri(t to have Gees an ki pizcory Sacrifice 
in the Senſe of the Jews, as it was a Ran-» 
{om or Price of Recempriion. 


But there is ſorn?thing farther to be cons 
WH 20 . \ "O * 6 
fiderd inan Extiaitry Sacrifice, and that 
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is a Subſtitution in place of the Offen- 
ders. For that the Jews and others under- 
ſtood by a Sacrifice of Fxpiation ; when 
the Puniſhment of one was laid upon another 
in order to his Deliverance. Not that the 
very ſame was to be undergone, as appears 
by the Sacrifice of Atonement o# the Day 
of Expiation ; which was not that which 
the People of lracl were to have ſuffer d 
without it, but it was what God Appoin- 
ted and Accepted inſtead of their Puniſh- 
ment : and therefore the Scape- Goat is ſaid 


to bear upon him all the Iniquities of the Levit. 16. 


People, which was ſuppoſed to be ſo much © 


charged with them, that he that let him 
go was to Purify himſelf hefore he 
could come into the Camp. So zz the 
Sin-offering for the Congregation, the 
Elders were to lay their hands upon the 
head of the Bullock before the Lord: 
and in other Sacrifices the Rule among the 
Jews was, that none but the Owner was 
to lay on his hands; to ſhew ou whoſe Ac- 
count he was offer d up as a Sacrifice of 4- 
tonement. For here the Right of Daminion 
was ſufficient for Subſtitution; but in a 
Rational Agent, Conſent 2s neceſſary to 
make it Jult. : 

Having thus ſeen, what the true Na- 
ture of an Expiatory Sacrifice was, we muſt 
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now conſider, how far this can agreee with 


the Suffering of Chriſt for the Sins of Man- 
kind. And we have already found our 


Saviour himſelf declaring that he gave his ' 


Lite a Ranſom for many. But that 1s not 
all , for, when he inſtituted his laſt Sup- 
per for a Commemoration of his Suffering, 
he ſaid, For this is ny Blood of the New 
Teſtament which is ſhed for many for 
the Remiſlion of Sins. Ai Diſcrples, to 
whom he ſpake theſe words, muſt under- 
fland them as the Jews commonly: did ; 
when the Blood of a Sacrifice was offer d for 
an Atonement in order to the Remiſſion of 
Sins, And one great end of his Preaching 
was to declare that he came into the World 
with that deſign; that it was the Will of 
God he ſhould ſuffer, and that he came to 
do his Will. And therefore ſpeaking of 
laying down his Life, he ſaith, No man 
taketh it away from me bur 1lay it down 
of my elf. 1 have power to lay it down 
and I have power to take it again. This 
Commandment have I received of my 
Father. So that here we have God's Ap- 
pointment of ſuch a Sacrifice of \Atonement 
for Mankind ; Chriſt's free aud voluntary 
Conſent for the undertaking it, and a Trans 
Station of the Puniſhment of our Sins upon 


him ; 
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him; which $t. Paul caf{s God's making 2 Cor. 5: 

him to be fin for us who knew no Sin; ©. - 

which fhews that the Sufferings of Chriſt 

were on the Account of our Sins, being laid 

apon him by his own Conſent as our Sin- 

offering ; or a Sacrifice of Expiation for 

our Sins. And in another place ſaith, that 

he hath redeemed us from the Curſe of Gal 3: 10. 

the Law, being made a Curſe for us. 

How could he be made a Curſe for us 7 

order to the Redeeming us from the 

Curſof the Law ; if his Sufferings were 

only a meer voluntary Condition in order to 

his Exaltation, without bearing the Burden 

of our Sins > But St. Paul adds, that we 

hive Redemption through his Blood, the Eph. r. 7. 

Forgiveneſs of Sins. That, God hath (2: 

{et him forth as a Propitiation through Rom:3.25. 

Faith in his blood, to declare his righte- 

ouineſs for the Remiflion of Sins. That, 

when we were enemies, we were recon- 5: 10. 

ciled to God by the Death of his Son. 5b: 5 2- 

That he hath given himſelf. for us, an 

Offering and Sacrifice to God. 7hat, he Heb.g. 26, 

appeared to put away Sin by the Sacri- **: 

fice of himſelf; 'and that he was once 

offer d to bear the Sins of many. That, 1 Tim. 

he gave himſelf a Ranſom for all. $ 
Neither was it $t. Paul only who ſpeaks 

after this manner ; but St.Peter ſaith, that 
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7. 
2.2. 
q+ 10. 


xXiV.. The PREFACE. 


x Pet. 2. his own {elf bare our Sins in his ewn 
*7 18. body onthe Tree. That Chriſt alſo hath 


once ſuffered for Sins, the Juſt for the 
Unjuſt. And Sz. John, that the Blood of 
Jeſus Chriſt his Son cleanſeth us from all 
ſin, and that God ſent his Son tobe the 
Propitiation for our Sins. So that Chriſt 
and his Apoſtles agree in the ſame manner of 
expreſſion ; and great weight is laid upon 
Chriſt's being a Propitiation for us, and 
our Hopes of Remiſſion of Sins and the Fa- 
vour of God depend upon it. What now 1s 
to be ſaid to all theſe pl.ces of Scripture ? 
Were they defigned only to humor and im- 
poſe upon the Credulity of Mankind by..tel- 
ling them of ſuch «n Expiatory Sacrifice in 
the Death of Chriſt, which never was, nor 
could be, being Repugnant to the Fuſtice of 
God 2 For Chriſt, ſay they, being Inno- 
cent could not fufter the Puniſhment of 
our Sins, and God being Juſt could nor 
accept of it, although he freely offer'd 
himſelf as a Sacrifice for our Sins. Doth 
this agree with the Force and Deſign of all 
theſe Expreſſions > Had. not Chriſt the 
Power and Will to offer up himſelf as a Sa- 
crifice of Propitiation to God ? And where 
lies the lnjuſtice of accepting ſuch a Sacri- 
fice which he freely offer'd ? But it could 
got be, ſay they, by way of ——_ 

Or 
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for our Sins. What then is the meaning, 
of all thoſe places, wherein he is ſaid z0 
bear our Sins and to ſuffer in our jtead, 
the juſt for the unjuſt ? What is this but 
to contradif the Tenour and Scope of the 
New Teſtament with reſpect to the Death 
of Chriſt ; and to turn their Senſe quite 
another way from what they were thought 
to fignifie at that time 2 which is no reaſs- 
mable way of interpreting Scripture. 

Do they deny that Chriſt ſuffered, what 
we ſay he did? No; that they dare not 
do. But they ſay, What he underwent 
was only Labour and Suftcring ; but not 
the Puniſhment of our Iniquities. Them, 
I ſay, it could be no Expiatory Sacrifice, 
which implies a Subſtitution, and the con- 
trary appears by the many places of Scripe 
ture already mentioned, wherein our Sins 
and the Sufferings of Chriſt are joined to- 
gether. 

Thus we ſee the true Rifle of this Con- 
troverfie was from the many places of 
Scripture, which ſeem very plain and clear 
in this matter ; and therefore 1 ſhall now 
give an account of the Progrels of zt. 

F. Socinus ſeeing the bent of the Scrip- 
ture ſo much againſt him, ſets himſelf to 
the finding out ways to avoid the force of 
them, | 

I. To 
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x. To thoſe which ſpeak of Chriſt's be- 
zng a Ranſom or Price of Redemption 


for us, he anſwers, That theſe Expreſli- | 
ons are to be underſtood only Metapho- | 
rically, and Chriſt's Death being an In- | 


tervening Conditton in order to our De- 
liverance, it 1s therefore called, a Price 
of Redemption. And to the ſame pur- 
poſe, the Correa Racovian Catechiſm ; 
ouly there it is added, That God did ac- 
cept of the Death of Chriit as a moſt Ac- 
ceptable Sacrifice. But not by way of 
Satisfaction or Payment of our Debts, 
becauſe he as a Sacrifice was given by 
God himſelf; but that he might give 
us the greater Aſſurance of Pardon and 
Eternal Life. 

So that here we have the true ſlate of 
this matter before us ; viz. Whether the 
Death of Chriſt, when it is ſaid to be a 
Ranſom or Price of Redemption for us, us 
only to be looked on as a hard Condition on 
his fide Intervening, or as a proper Sacri- 
fice of Atonement, which God had appoint- 
ed, for the Expiation of Sins 2 The ue- 
ſliou is not, Whether God appointed or 
accepted him, for that we have allowed 
in all Sacrifices of Atonement by the Law 
of Moſes; but whether his Sufferings were 
not required inorder to the Satisfattion of 
Divine 
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Divine Juſtice for the Sins of Mankind ; 
ot by way of ſtrit Payment, as 7n caſe 
of Debts ; but by a Legal Satisfaction 70 
the Juſtice of God as zt zs concerned in the 
Honour of his Laws. | 


' Our Unitarians gran?, That Chriſt was Anſw. to 
a Ranſom and Price of Redemption for us; MiÞp-53- 


but. they deny, That he was an Adequate 
Price, or a Sacrifice to. the Juſtice of 
God. But ſtall they run upon the Notion 
of Debts and Payments,. as though there 
were no other Notion of Juſtice and Satis- 
faction but betweenCreditors and Debtors; 
or as if their Notions of theſe things were 
rather taken from the Shops than the 
Schools. And the monſtrous Contradr 
tion they conclude the charge of our Do- 
trine with, is, That God freely Pardons 
the whole Debt of Sin, and yet hath 
been infinitely over-paid for both 1n the 

Death and other Sufterings of the Lord 
Chriſt. Ly 


endeavoured to lay open this Miſtake, by 
ſhewing, That Debts and Puniſhments 
are of a different Nature ; and therefore 
the Satisfaction 7» one Caſe is not to be 
meaſured by the other. But I ſball not 
here anticipate the Reader, as to what 
follows ; but I (hall take notice of what they 


ſay, 


But in the following Diſcourſe, 1 have Ch.1. 
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ſay, which ſeems to relate to this mat- 
Fer. 


Is it contrary to his Juſtice ſo to do. 


This s a very ſtrange Aſſertion. For | 
then there is no Obligation on God's part | 
in point of Juſtice to puniſh the moſt Im- 
penitent and Incorrigible Offenders. But | 
there is a great deal of difference, between | 
making the Exerciſe of Punitive or Vin- | 
dictive Juſtice neceſſary «pon every Of- |! 
fence, and ſaying that the Juſtice of God 
doth not require that any Offences ſhould | 


be puniſhed. 


The former makes Juſtice in God to pro- | 
ceed by a natural Neceſſity, which would | 
leave no place for Mercy, nor any Satis- | 
fattion by a Mediator, for that muſt fup- | 
poſe Liberty aud Relaxation, as to the © 
Executive Part of Juſtice. And if God |! 
mu$t puniſh Sinners as they deſerve, there | 
can be no ſtop to the Execution of Fuſtice | 
ſhort of Annihilation; for our very Beings 
are the Gift of God which we have deſer- © 
ved to be deprived of. But on the other | 
fide, to ſay, that the Jaſtivs of God doth Þ 
uot require the Puniſhment of any Offences 

| without | 


Almighty God, ſay they, as King and | 
Proprietor of all Perſons and things, can | 
forgive any Offence or all Offences even | 
without Repentance or Amendment, nor | 
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without Repentance or Amendement, 
* to overthrow any ſuch thing as Punitive 
7 Juſtice i» God ; by which 1 do not mean, 
| the afual execution of it, and the due 
* meaſures which belong to it, but the Wilt 
& to puniſhObltinate and Impenitent Sinners. 
* And that reſults from his Hatred and A4b- 
horrency of Evil, and his juſt Government 
of the World. For how can any Men, who 
* believe that God is really diſpleaſed with 
* the Wickedueſs of Men, and that he is a 
Juſt and Righteous Governour, ever think 
= that it is not Repugnant to his Jaſtice to 
forgive all Offences without Repentance or 
Amendment? How can his Hatred of Sin 
and the Juſtice of his Government be recon- 
8 ciled with the Impunity of the moſt Obſti- 
* mate Offenders? Is there uo ſuch thing as 
Juſtice to himſelf aud to his Laws; which 
* lies ina juſt Vindication of his Honour aud 
* of his Laws from Contempt Aud who can 
2 be guilty of greater Contempt of him, than 
thoſe who perſiſt in their Wickedneſs with- 
= out Repentance or Amendment ? And 
» after all, Is it not contrary to his Juſtice 
! to forgive ſuch as theſe, becauſe he is 
z ablolute Lord and Proprietor of all Per- 
> fons and Things? This might frgnifie 
ſomething, if we could imagine God to be . 
© nothing but Almighty Power without Ju- * 
7 ſtice : 
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ſtice : but if his Juſtice be as Eſſential an | 
Attribute as his Omnipotency, we muſt not | ] 
fo much as ſuppoſe the Exerciſe of one 
without the other. 4 
But they do not deny, That it is in- # 
conſiſtent with the Wiſdom and Holineſs # 
of God to let the Incorrigible and Impe-. | 
nitent eſcape unpuniſhed, or to forgive | 
Sin without Repentance or Amendment. | 
But if the Wiſdom and Holineſs of God | 
will not permit the Impunity of Impeni- | 
tent Sinners, 1s it not juſt in God to pu-# 
niſh them? Not barely as to the Degree Þ y 7 

and Deſert of Puniſhment ; Þut as to the | 
Will of Puniſhing rhem- cording to their | 5 
merits? Whence doth their Puniſhment || 
come 2 Is it not from the Will of God? Is 
that Wil juſt or not 2 If the Will to puniſh Þ 
be juſt? whence comes it to be ſo? From® 
the Wildom and Holineſs of God? 7 hen © # 
Punitive Juſtice, when it 3s agreeable to | 
God s Wildom and Holineſs, z a proper | 
Drvine Attribute as well as they. And 7 
they muſt have ſtrange Notions of Puni- | 
tive Juſtice, who would ſeparate it from | 4 
them. z 
But Juſtice, they ſay, hath no other | 
ſhare or intereſt in Puniſhment, but only Þ 
to ſee that Punithment be not miſp! ac'd, 
and that it donot exceed the Offence, We Þ 
are ©: 
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are far from denying theſe things to belong 


not 4 tothe Meaſures inthe Exerciſe of Punitive 


Juſtice : But whence comes Punitive Juſtice 


l to belong to God? Is it not becauſe it 1s 
'Þ juſt inhim to puniſh Offenders according to 


els | | Grp whe 
pe-. | ut from that Univerſal Juſtice in God, 
ive | which is always joyned with his Wiſdom 


nt. © and Holineſs: and implies an Univerſal 
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7 thoſe meaſures? And whence comes this, 


ReQitude i» all he doth > And from thence 


;. 8 zt comes that all the Meaſures of Fuſtice 
_ © are obſerved by him in the Puniſhment of 
: the greateſt Offenders. 


Now this Univerſal Juſtice z» God 15 


= that, whereby he not only puniſhes Obſti- 
nate and Impenitent Sinners, but he takes 
Þ care of preſerving the Honour of his Laws. 
* And therefore, although Almighty God 


» dertaken by him, there was no breach in 
the Meaſures of Punitive Juſtice with re- 


ſpect 
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ſpe to hin: and ſo bs his Death he offe- 
red up h; -mſelf as a fall, perte& and ſuffi- * 
cient Sacrifice, Oblation and Satisfacti- 4 
on tor the Sins of Mankind. And this 3 
is that Doftrine of the Satisfaction of 'Þ 
Chriſt w4ich we own and defend. = 
But theſe bold Aſſertions, That God as | 
abſolute Lord may forgive all Offences | 
without Repentance, and it-is not con- | 
trary to his Juſtice ſo to do ; that, it is 
not the Juſtice of God which prompts | 
him to puniſh Sinners, ariſe from 700 | 
mean and narrow a Conception of Divine # 
Jaſtice; as though it lay only in the man- | 
wer of the Fxecution of it. But that there © 
an Eſſential Attribute of Juſtice belong- © 
to the Divine Nature, appears from | 
264 that there are ſome things which | 
are þ diſagreeable to the Divine Na- ® 
ture that he canuot do them; he cannot © 
break his Promiſes, nor deceive Mankind £ 
to their Dejiralios ; he cannor deny | 
him{clf, Hor PE: "Vert that Orat F, 0" aue 0 
Reſpect of thinss to each other, which he 
hath eſtadlijhe Bf 2 ine Worzd. Ae can-| 
wot ate it the D #3 of Maniind to dajn 0- | 
our their Maker, or to violate the Rules ij 
of Good aud Evi Eb as 70 make FE V4 Z 
Good and Good Bu; i! he cannot make Mur- | 
der and 4diltery to be Virtues, nor Im | 
piety 
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piety and Wickedneſs not to deſerve Pu- 


wiſhment. But whence comes all this ? Is 
it that Grd wants Almighty Power to do 
what he pleaſes? No do.:bt, he is ſupreme 
Lord over all, and hath all things under 
his Will, But there is an Eſſential Tur 
ftice in God, which is a ſupreme Rule of 
Righteouſneſs, according to which he doth 
always exerciſe his Power and Will. And 
ſo Moles faith of him, All his ways are Deut32.4. 
perfect, a God of Truth, and without 
Iniquity, juſt and right zs he; and the 
Plalmiſt, The Lord is righteous in all Pal. 145. 
his ways and holy in all his works. Ze *7: 
not only is ſo, but he can be no otherwiſe, 
for this Univerſal Righteouſneſs is as 
great a Perfetion and Attribute of God, as 
his Wiſdom, or Power. It is not one 
Name which ſtands for all ; but it is a re- 
al and diſtin Attribute of it ſelf : It 
is as a Rule and Meaſure to the Exerciſe 
of the reſt. And he particularly ſhews zt 
in al the Aﬀts of Punitive Juſtice: $0 
Nehemiah ; Howbeit thou art juſt in all Net. 9.33- 
that is brought upon us, for thou haſt 
done right, bur we have done wickedly. 
And Daniel ; Righteouſneſs belongeth 
unto thee, but unto us confuſion of Dan. g. 7, 
Face: For the Lord our God is righte- '+ 
C OUS 
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Zeph. 3.5. niah ; The juſt Lord is in the mid(t 


Gen. 18. 


20. 4. 


ous in all his Works which he doth, ſor 
we obey'd not his Voice. And Zepha- 


thereof, he will not do Iniquity. From * 
whence it appears that the Exerciſe of | 
Punitive Juſtice is according to the Eſ- | 4 
ſential Fuſlice or Righteouſneſs of the Di- 
vine Nature. And ſo Abraham pleaded © 
with God, Shall not the Judge of all the | 
Earth do right? 2. e. Will he not puniſh |: 
according to the Righteouſneſs of i; Na- © 
ture? And ſo Abimelech argaes from the * 
natural Notion he had of God s righteous | 
Nature, Lord, wilt thou ſlay allo a 
righteous Nation 

But here the main Difficulty which de- | 5 
ſerves to be cleared i this, How far Puni- Þ P 
tive Juſtice # founded on that Univerial ® 
Juſtice which is an Eſſential Attribute of > 
God. For the want of underſtanding thy, * 
hath been the great occaſion of - ſo much | 
Confuſ1on in the Diſcourſes about this mat- * 
ter. And for the clearing of it, theſe © 
things muſt be conſidered ; | 

i. That theres a difference between 
that Juſlice in God, whereby he hates Sin,” 
and that whereby be puniſhes the Sinner, 
The hatred of Sin doth neceſſarily follow > 
the Perfeftion of his Nature. 7 rerepeny 
Goz: 
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Evil to be an Abomination to him - 


to love Righteouſneſs and to hate Wick- 


_ edneſs. But if the Puniſhment of the Of- 


fender were as neceſſarily conſequent as 
hs Hatred of Sin, all Mankind muſt ſuf- 
fer as they offend, and there would be no 
place for Mercy in God, nor for Repen- 
tance in Men. But Sin in it ſelf is per- 
fefly hatefull to God, there being nothing 
like God in it; but May was God's Crea- 
ture and made after his Image and Like- 
neſs ; and however God be diſpleaſed with 
Mankind on the account of Sin, yet the 
Workm :;nſhip of God ſtill remains ; and 
we continually ſee that God doth not exer- 
ciſe his Punitive Juſtice according to the 
Meaſares of their Iniquitzes. And the 'Y 
who plead moF? for the neceſſity of Punitrve 
Juſtice, are themſelves a Demonſtration to 
the contrary ; for they cannot deny, that 
they are not puniſhed as their Iniquities 
have deſerved. And if Punitive Juſtice 
be neceſſary init ſelf it mu$F reach the Per- 


XXXV. 
God is faid, To hate the Wicked; and Pfal.'rr.s; 


Prov.6.16. 


Plal. 45. 7. 


Lech. 8.17. 


ſons that have deſerved to be puniſhed, if 


there be no Relaxation of the Severity 
of it. 


2. That it i very agreeable to the Di- 


vine Juſtice, to exerciſe the Severity of 


Punitive Juſtice on ob/tinate and incorri- 
gible 


C 3 


Ch.l. p.29. 


Catech. 
Racov. p. 


179. 


m Joh 5. 
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gible Offenders. And this is that where- 
the Faſtice of the Puniſhments of Sinners 
in another World 1s founded becauſe God 
hath been ſo merciful! to them here, and 
uſed ſo many ways to reclaim thera, and it 
7s the Not exercifing his Punitive Full ice 
upon them in this World, which makes it 
ſo much more reaſonable in another. Por 
thereby they have (hewed their Contempt 


of Ged and his Laws, of his offers of 


Mercy and their wilfull obtlinacy in cffend- 
CLN4 him. And the reaſonableneſs of the 
Puniſhment of ſach Offenders is not deny- 
ed by any of our more Learned Adverſa- 
ries, as 1 have ſhewed in the following 
Diſcourſe from Socinus and Crellius, and 
might do from ſeveral others. But I need 
not mention any more, fince in the late 
Correct Edition of the Racovian Cate- 
chilm there is this Note, That they have 
always aſſerted, tl;at the Wicked ſhall te 
raiſed up at the great Day to undergo 
the Puniſhment of their Sins, and to be 
caſt into the Fire prepared for the Devil 
and his Angels. And for this, beſides 
tueir Publick Confeſſions, they quote Crel- 
Itus, Schlictingius, Volkelius, Wolzoge- 
nius, Sc. And Schlitingius ſaith, The 
Doctrine of tuture Puniſhmencs was ne- 


ccllary to be preached, as being part of 


the 
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the Chriſtian Faith ; and that God's Ve- 
racity is concerned 1n the Excution of 
his Threatnings. Which is a parr of Nq- 
tural Juſtice. And thoſe Learned Men, 
who have been thought moſt favourable to 
the Socinian Opzuzons have declared them- 
ſelves very frankly as to the Jullice of the 
Puniſhment of Impenitent Sinners. 

Curceilazus, whom they often mention 
with reſpect , ſaith, The Juſtice of Curcel.In- 
God requires, that he ſhou'd inflict the fiir. 1 2. 
Puniſhments he hath threatned on Conty- © $5 
macious Sinners. And Limborch (whom 
they ſometimes appeal to) ſaith, That the Limborch, 
Juſtice of God dotl: not permit the Im- _ 
punity of Refractory and Impenitent 4-4 po 
Contemners of his Grace. Beca»ſe, ſaith | 
he, God by his declared W:il harh ried 
himſelf up from the Exerciſe of his Ab- 
ſolute Power ; and his Laws would be 
trampled upon, and his Majeſty lighted; 
nor would God's hatred of Sin ever be 
fully diſcovered. And therefore the Day 
of Wrath #ca/ed by St. Paul, The Reve- Rom. 2. 5: 
lation of the Rignteous Judgment of 
God. Epiſcopius {aith, T hat alt hough 14 Epiſcop. 


© ſuch Puniſhments, which depend only on the Inſt. The 


L. L406 
Will of the Law-maker, be doth not think, 29. Ef 


* Þ that God in Juſtice is obliged ta make 
= good his Threatnings, as he is to per- 


8 1 form 


Ma AAA 
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form his Promiſes; (but that in ſuch j 
Caſes God is not bound in Juſtice to ex- Þ 


nings he hath made to Impenitent Sin- / 

Vorſt. de ners. Even Vorſtius, who was ſuppoſed to | 

Bis J be too much inclined to the Socinian Do- | 

8.” '  Arine, owns it to be a part of God's Ju- | 

& ſtice to puniſh wicked and impenitent Z 

Perſons: that his Patience and Goodneſs © 

may not be always contemned with Im-!: 

6.47. Punity. And afterwards, That although? 

' God doth no Injury to the Offender, if” 

he doth not execute his Threatnings ; 

yet out of regard --to the Juſtice of his: 

Word, he doth not recede from what he: 

hath declared : But all Threatnings un-* 

der the Goſpel are Conditional ; and: 

none are damned by it, but ſuch as con! 

tinue in Impenitency and Unbelief. 4m 

$. 5p. Not. 7u his Explication he ſaith, That where? 
219-46 God hath abſolutely declared his Will to? | 
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puniſh in ſuch a manner, he cannot for- 


give without Injuſtice. 


But our Unitarians ſpeak without any 
Reſerve, That it 1s not the Juſtice of 
God , which prompts him to puniſh 
Sinners, and fo 1t 1s not contrary to 
his Juſtice to- forgive all Offences 
without Repentance or Amendment. 
And thus the Juſtice of God i not con- 
cerned in the Puniſhments of the great 
Day, although the Apoſtle calls it, The 
Revelation of the Righteous Judgment 
of God. 

And by this the World may ſee how ve- 
ry far our Modern Unitarians are from 
handling this Subject more Carefully, 
Tudiciouſly and Exattly than others ; 


However one of thetr own Party hath late- Vindic. of 
ly affirmed it ; with as much Confidence S: — 


and as little Ground as they have done 0- © 
ther things. 

3- That it ts very agreeable to Divine 
Juſtice to accept of a SatistaQtion on be- 
half of the Sins of Mankind, who do not 
perſiſt in their evil ways, ſo that their 
Sins ſhall be forgiven upon their Repen- 
tance and Amendment. For fince the Ex- 
erciſe of Punitive Juſtice is not neceſſary 
on the Perſons of the Offenders, and, fince 
God in this Life abates ſo much of his ju? 

C 4 Severity 


XXXIX. 


Servat. 
. Part, 2. C 


4. Os. 
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that he doth not proceed with Mankind 
here according to the Rigor of his Juſtice ; 
But yet, fince God hath given to them wcry 
juſt avd righteous Laws, fince thoſe Laws 
have been broken and his Authority con - 
temned, it is very juſt for God to require 
a Sacrifice of Atoxement for the Sins of 
the World, that Manu'ind may ſee that 
God was juſtly diſpleaſed at them, and that 
none t.ike Tucouragement to goon to commit 
them ; but yet, that upon their hearty Re- 
pentance and fincere Obedience, they may 
be aſſured of the Remiſſion of Sins and the 
Promiſe of Fternal Life. All ihe Difh- 
calty now remaining is about Chriſt s Sufle- 
ring in our ſtead, of which the Scripture 
ſpeaks ſo fully in the places already men- 
ticnd. But we muſt conſider what is An- 
ſwered to them. : 
II. To thoſe places of Scripture which 
ſpeak of Chriſt's Suffering the Puniſhment 
of our Sins ; a/ that Socinus ſaith, comes 
to theſe two thinss. DS. 


Socin. ds I, Thar Chriſt ſuffer'd on the occa- 


ſion of our Sins, and with a Deſign to 

' take away our Sins. ER 
2. That by his Sufferings he came to 
have a Power to Forgive Sins; and that 
this is the proper Expiation of Sin. But 
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5, | by no means that he ſuffer'd in our ſtead ; 
ud | for he hath theſe Words ; Ut nihil aliud 


2 fit Chriſtum pro nobis mortuum - eſſe, 
quam vice ſeu loco noftro mortem ſubiil- 
ſe, id adeo a veritate abhorret ut nihil 
magis. Which is. plain Engliſh is, that 
nothing is more falſe than that Chriſt 
ſuffer'd in our ſtead. 

The old Editions of the Racovian Ca- 
techiſm foow Socinus, and there the An- 
ſwer to the Places which ſpeak of Chrilt's 
Dying for us, #, that they do not ſignify 
in our ſtead ; but for our good. Which 
they are very careful to diſtinguiſh, be- 
= cauſe they think that the latter implies uo 
® more than a Condition in order to the Ex- 
= piation in Heaven; but the other makes 
* him a true Propitiatory Sacrifice for our 
* Sins. But if Chriſt did aot ſuffer in our 
© ſtead; how c:1 they poſſibly Reconcile his 
undergoing this Condition with their own 
* Meaſures of Divine Juſtice > All they pre- 
2 tend to ſay, is, that it was Labour and Suf- 
Z tering but not Puniſhment. Which is to 
® ſpeak againſt the Common Senſe of Mankind; 
2 and is a ridiculous piece of Stoiciſm. They 
2 ſay, it was a meer Ad of Dominion as 
z to Chriſt and not of Juſtice. But if there 
= be ſuch an Eſſential Attribute as Jaſtice 
= in God, then the Exerciſe of Dominion ag 
q | . 
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be regulated by it; eſpecially where there © 
was nothing but perfe Innocency. The © 
Caſe i very different as 10 the finful Race | 
of Mankind, who having the Guilt of Sin | 
upon them, God may juſtly exerciſe hu ©; 
Dominion over them as he ſees cauſe ; but ® 
he always doth it juſtly, although the par-Þ 


ticular Reaſons may not be within our reach. ® 


o 


But here is no Guilt of Sin confider d, ei- 


ther of his own, or others ; according to 
their Principles ; and yet they make him® 
to undergo as great Sufferings, as we do," 
who aſſert that he ſuffer d for our ſakes in 
our ſtead ; which atone gives a Reaſonable 
Account of it. 

But in the late corre Edition of tht: 
Racovian Catechiſm they ſay, the Senſe) 
of Chriſt's Suffering for our Sins is two 
fold, but both come to one at laſt, 
r. That Chriſt ſuffered as a Sacrifice in} 
our ſtead; tanquam vitima pro nobi 
Succedanea. How can Socinus and th: 
Racovian Catechiſm agree? 2. That he: 
ſuffer'd for our good. But they deny ay): 
Commutation which they ſay, was nat” 
in the Expiatory Sacrifice among the” 
Jews. What doth a Subſtitution diffn. 
from a Commutation i this Caſe» 


But how do ſuffering in our ſtead ani? 


for our good come all to one at laſt 


ny an): 
1s Not ; 
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Fitber it mu#$t be, that Chrift did truly 
ſuffer in ovr ſtead, when he underwenr the 
Puniſhment of our Sins in or ler to our Re- 
demption aud Expiation ; and that is a very 
good and true Senſe ; which we readily em- 
brace, and are very well content that they 
ſhould come all to one: Or if the mean- 
ing be only, that Chrift may be ſaid to 
ſuffer in our ſtead, becauſe we have Bene- 
fit by the Conſequences of his Death ; 
then his dying is only confider d as a bare 
Condition and not as a Sacrifice in our 
ſtead. As to make it plain by an Tnltance ; 
we all agree that Joſeph's Suftering in E- 
oypt was deſigned by the Wiſe Provi- 
dence of God for the good of his Brethren, 
which they recerved after his Advancement, 
to which his Suffering was an Antecedent 
Condition. But can any Man ſay, that he 
ſuffer d in ſtead of his Brethren? But now 
if Joleph's Brethren had been ſold for Slaves 
in Egypt , and Joſeph had gone down 
thither and offer d himſelf a Friſoner for 
their Deliverance ; this had been truly 
Suffering in their ſtead, as we/ as for their 
Advantage. And ſuppoſe the King of E- 


. Bypt had agreed with Joſeph, that if he 


would become Priſoner for hus Brethren, he 
would admiance him, and he 
deliver them by his own Power ; this doth 


nor 


X11. 


ſhould himſelf 
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not at al hinder his Suffering in their © 
ſtead. But if it had no Relation to their | 
Deliverance by his being made Captive © 
himſelf; but ws only a ſtep to his Ad- | 
vancement ; then it cannot be ſaid tobe in | 
their ſtead, although it might turn to their | 
Advantage. And ſo much for the Senſe | 
of the Racovian Catechiſm. } 
But our Unitarians fly higher, for they * 
ſay, ; 
1. That God could not juſtly or wiſe- F 
ly ſubſtitute an Innocent Perſon to un- # 
dergo Puniſhment in place of the *® 
2. That Chriſt could not freely offer 
himſelf as a Sacrifice in our ſtead, nor *,; 
could God accept of it, or allow it. 7 
So that here we have the true State of | 


. this Controverſie between us, viz. whether | 


Chriſt were a Real Expiatory Sacrifice Þ 
for the Sins of Mankind. For, if he 
could not be Subſtituted in our (lead, nor | 
God accept of his oftering up himſelf for & 
us ; all the other Expreſſions are meer | 
Words given out on purpoſe to Amuſe and | 
Deceive us. y | 

And this is that which I have underta- ® 
ken to make out in the following Diſ- | 
courſe, ViZ. 4 
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” 1. That the Scripture doth as plainly Chap, 1. 
| ſet forth that Chriſt ſuffer'd the Puniſh- 
"1" 3 ment of our Sins and-in our {\ead, as zt 
Ve Þ could do; and that no Expreſſions could be 
thought of to that purpoſe, but might be 
” anſwered in the ſime way that they do 
* theſe. And therefore it is in vain tocon- 
© tend with ſuch Men, who are reſotved that 
: Words and P hraſes thall ſignify no other- 
© wiſe, than they would have them, And 
” yet at laſt they cannot deny but a Kind of 
” Subſtirution 7s zmplied as a Victima Suc- 


7 * cedanea; but how ? That he ſuffer d for our 
e | 


* good and by the occaſion of our Sins, 


© any real Puniſhment, becauſe he was 

Z an Innocent Perſon. Therefore 1 have 

4 ſhewed : 7 

2. That there is no Repygnancy in Rea- Chap. III 
= ſon, nor to the Juſtice of God for an Inno- 


for = cent Perſon to ſuffer by his own Conſent and 
neer | for ſo great an Bud what the Scripture 
and © attributes to our Saviour. And I have 
Xs = fully anſwered the Arguments brought by 


* our Adverſaries to prove that God could 
Z not juſtly or wiſely ſubſtitute an Inno- 
# cent Per{on to ſuffer for the Guilty. 
, 3. That 
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3. That Chrifl did offer up himſelf, as! 

an Expiatory Sacrifice to God in our 
ſlead ; and that God did accept and al 
Jow of ir. Which & the Defign of the three? 
laft Chapters. cud till an Anſwer be gi 
ven to what TI have there diſcourſed at" 
large, I ſhall refer the Reader to what yp. 
already ſaid ; and {ball ſuppoſe thoſe An: 
iwers to be ſuficient, till T ſee ſome better, 
Reaſens for their Opinion in this matter, 
than I have yet met with, although I bob 
been no <ng ger to their late Writings, ay} / 
God willing, they may ſee on another Oct 
cafton. 
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ADVERTISEMENT. 


; Here are already publiſhed Two 
- Volumes of Sermons, Preached + 
| upon Several Occaſions, by the Right 

- Reverend Father in God, Edward Lord 
* Biſhop of Worceſter, in Ofavo : Sold by 
= Henry Mortlock, at the Phenix 1n St. 
Z Paxl['s Church-yard, 


A Third Volume will ſpeedily be pre- 
pared for the Prels. 


LIMI . 1904 


A 


DISCOURSE 


Concerning the 


Sufferings of Chriſt. 
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| CHAP. I. 


” T. Of the Socinian way of interpreting 
8 S$ cripture ; and of the uncertainty it 
" tHeaves us in as to the main Articles of 

Faith, manifeſted by an Expoſition of 
Gen. 1. ſuitable to that way. II. The 
ftate of the Controverſie in general con- 
—_ the Sufferings of Chriſt for us. 
id not ſuffer the ſame we ſhould 

ik done. III. The grand miſtake in 
making puniſhnents of the nature of 
Debts, IV. The difference between 
B them 
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Of the Sufferings 
them at large diſcovered, from the dif- © 
ferent reaſon and ends of them, V, The 

right of p:iniſhment in God,proved againſt | 
Crellius, not to ariſe from mere domi- | 
nion. VI. The end of puniſhment not © 
bare Compenſation, as it is in Debts ;Þ 


v 
H 
- 


what puniſhment dne to an injured per- | 


Ars 


V 


ſon by the right of Nature; proper pu: | 


v 
>, 
= 


ES 


niſhment a reſult of Laws. VII. Crellius © 
h's great miſtake about the end of pu- © 
wiſhments. VII. Not deſigned for ſa-" 
tisfaftion of Anger as it is a defire of 
Revenge. Seneca and Lactantius vin-* 
dicated again(t Crellius. IX. The Ma-- 
giſtrates intereſt in puniſhment diſtinf. 
from that of private perſons. X. Of 
the nature of Anger in God, and the ſa-© 
tisfaition to be made to it. Crellius* 
his great arguments againſt ſatisfadtion® 
depend on a falſe Notion of God's anger.” 
Xl. Of the ends of divine puniſhments.” 
XII. 7he different nature of them in thu 
and the future ſtate. 
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= obedience and ſufferings of Chriſt, I be- 
7 B > 
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S17R, 
Lthough the Letter I received 

from your hands contained in it 

ſo many miſtakes of my mean- 

ing and deſign, that it ſeemed 
to be the greatel(t civility to the Writer 
of ir, ro give no anſwer art all to it; be- 
cauſe that could not be done, without 
the diſcovery of far more weakneſſes in 
him, than he pretends to find in my dil- 
courſe: Yer the weight and importance 
of the matter may require a farther ac- 
count from me, concerning the true 
reaſon of the Sufferings of Chriſt. Where- 
in my deſign was ſo far from repreſenting 
old Errors to the beſt advantage, or to 
rack my wits to defend them, as that per- 
ſon ſeems to ſuggeſt ; that I aimed at 


'2 nothing more than to give a true ac- 
'2 count of what upon a ſerious enquiry, I 
= judged to be the moſt natural and genu- 
| Ine meaning of the Chriſtian Doctrine 


contained in the Writings of the New 


; Teſtament. | 
 T. For finding therein ſuch multitudes of :ze So- 


of expreſſions, which to an unprejudi- 
ced mind attribute all the mighty ef- 
tes of the Love of God to us, 


gan: 


to the pture, 
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gan to conſider what reaſon there was 
why the plain and eaſie ſenſe of thoſe * 
places muſt be forſaken. and a remote ? 
and Metaphorical meaning put upon *! 
them. Which I thought my ſelf the | 
more obliged to do, becauſe I could not Þ 
conceive if it had been the deſign of the * 
Scripture, to have delivered the recei- | 
ved Doctrine of the Chriſtian Church, * 
concerning the reaſon of the ſufferings * 
of Chriſt, that it could have been more * 

clearly and fully expreſſed than it is al- 
ready. So that ſuppoſing that to have 
been the true meaning of the ſeveral pla- 
ces of Scripture which we contend for ; 
yet the fame arts and ſubtilties might " 
have been uſed to pervert it, which are : 
imployed to perſwade men thar is not the ' 
true meaning of them. And what is e- ' 
qually ſerviceable to truth and falſhood, 
can of it ſelf, have no power on the * 
minds of men to convince them it muſt 
be one, and not the other. Nay, if e- 
very unuſual and improper acception | 
of words in the Scripture, ſhall be thought ' 
{\ufficient to take away the natural and : 
genuine ſenſe, where the matter is capa» 
ble of it, I know {ſcarce any article of ' 

Faith can be long ſecure ; and by theſe 
arts men may declare that they believe 
the : 


of CHRIST. 


the Scriptures, and yet believe nothing 
of the Chriſtian Faith. For it the im- 
proper, though unuſual acception of 
thoſe expreſſions of Chriſt's dying for us, 
of redemption, propitiation, reconcilzation 
by his blood, of his bearing our iniquities, 
and being made fin and a curſe for us, 
{hall be enough to invalidate all the ar- 
ouments taken from them to prove that 
which the proper ſenſe of them doth im- 
ply, why may not the improper uſe 
of the terms of Creation and Reſurre- 
ion, as well take away the natural 
ſenſe of them 1n the great Articles of the 
Creation of the world, and Reſuredtion 
after death 2 For if it be enough toprove 
that Chriſt's dying for us, doth not im- 
ply dying in our ſtead; becauſe ſome- 
times dying for others imports no more 
than dying for ſome advantage to come 
to them; if redemption being ſometimes 
uſed for mere deliverance, ſhall make our 
redemption by Chriſt, wholly Metapho- 
rical , if the terms of propitration, recon- 
cilzation, &c. ſhall loſe their force, be- 
cauſe they are ſometimes vſed where all 
things cannot be ſuppoſed parallel with 
the ſenſe we contend for : why thall T be 
bound to believe that the ' World was 
ever created in a proper ſenſe, ſince thoſe 

B 3 per- 
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Of the Sufferings 
perſons againſt whom1 argue, ſo earneſt- 
ly contend that in thoſe places in which * 
it ſeems as proper as any, it 15to be un. Þ 
derſtood only in a metaphorical? If # 
., When the world and all things are ſaid to | 
' be made by Chriſt, we are not to under- ? 
ſtand the lier" but the reformation | 
of the World and all things 1n it, although * 
the natural ſenſe of the Words be quite. Þ 
otherwiſe ; what argument can make it | 
neceſſary for me_ not to underſtand the | 
Creation of the World in a metaphorical * 
ſenſe, when Meſes delivers to us the hi- 
ſtory of it> Why may not 1 underſtand * 
in the beginning, Gen. 1. for the beginning, | 
of the Moſaical Diſpenſation, as well as | 
Socinus doth in the beginning, John 1. for © 
the beginning of the Evangelical 2 and ® 
that from the very ſame argument uſed © 
by him, viz. that 2» the beginning is to - 
be uncerſtood of the main {ubject con- © 
cerning which the author intends to | 
write, and that Tam as ſure it was in Mo- 
ſes concerning the Lawgiven by him, as 
it wasin St. Fohu concerning the Goſpel ; 
delivered by Chriſt, Why may not the | 
Creation of the Heavens and the Earth, | 
be no more than the erection of the | 
Jewiſh Polity 2 ſince it is acknowledged, © 
that by New Heavens aud New Earth : 
wherein © 
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wherein dwelleth righteouſneſs, no more 
is underſtood than a new ſtate of things 
under the Goſpel 2 Why may not the 
confuſed Chaos import no more than the 
ſtate of Ignorance and Darkneſs under 
which the World was before the Law of 
Moſes 2 ſince it 1s conſeſſed that it ſigni- 
fies in the New Teſtament ſuch a ſtate 
of the World before the Goſpel appear- 
ed? and conſequently, why may not 
the light which made the firſt day be the 
firſt tendencies to the Dodtrine of Moſes, 
which being at firſt divided and ſcatte- 
red, was united afterwards in one great 
Body of Laws, which was called the 
Sun, becauſe it was the great Director of 
the Jewiſh Nation, and therefore ſaid 70 
rule the day ; as the leſs conſiderable 
Laws of other Nations are called the 
Moon, becauſe they were to govern thoſe 
who were yet under the ghz of Igno- 
rance 2 Why may not the Firmament be- 
ing in the midſt of the Waters, imply the 
erection of the Jewiſh State in the midſt 
of a great deal of trouble, ſince it 1s 
confeſled, that Waters are often. taken 
in Scripture in a Metaphorical ſenſe for 
troubles and afflictions > and the Earth 
appearing out of the Waters, be no more 
but the ſettlement of that State after its 
'D g-- troy- 


be Of the Sufferings : 
troubles; and particularly with great 
elegancy after their paſſage through the Þ 
Red Sea 2 And the Produftion of Herbs © 
and living Creatures, be the great en- | 
creaſe of the People of all forts, as well | 
thoſe of a meaner rank (and therefore | 
called herbs) as thoſe of a higher, that Þ 
were to live upon the other, and ſome- 7 
times trample upon them, and therefore Þ 
by way of excellency called zhe Living | 
Creatures > And when theſe were multi- | 
plied and brought into order, (which 
being done by ſteps and degrees, is ſaid 7 
to be finiſhed in ſeveral days) then the © 
State and the Church flouriſhed and en- |: 
joyed a great deal of pleaſure, which was | 
the preduction of Man and Woman, and 
their being placed in Paradiſe: (for a 
perfet Man, notes a high degree of per- 
fection, and a Woman is taken for the |! 
Church in the Revelations) but when they ® 
followed the Cuſtoms of other Nations 
which were as a forbidden tree to them, © 
then they loſt all their happineſs and plea- © 
ſure, and were expell'd out of their own © 
Country, and lived in great ſlavery and 
miſery, which was the Curſe pronoun- 
ced againſt them, for violating the rules * 
of Policy eſtabliſhed among them. Thus | 
you ſee how ſmall a meaſure of wit, by f 
the | 
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the advantage of thoſe ways of interpre- 
ting Scripture, which the ſubtileſt of our 
adverſaries make uſe of, will ſerve to 
pervert the cleareſt expreſſions of Scri- 
ptare to quite another ſenſe than was ever 
intended by the Writer of them. And 
] aſſure you, if that rule of interpreting 
Scripture be once allowed ; that if words 
are ever uſed in a Metaphorical ſenſe, 
there can be no neceſſity of underſtand- 
ing them any where in a proper ; there 
is ſcarce any thing which you look on 
as the moſt das Bo to be believed in 
Scripture, but it may be made appear 
not to be ſo upon thoſe terms. For b 
reaſon of the paucity, and therefore the 
ambiguity of the Original words of the 
Hebrew language, the ſtrange Idioms of 
it, the different ſenſes of the ſame word 
in ſeveral Conjugations, the want of ſe- 
veral modes of expreſſion which are uſed 
in other Languages, and above all the 
lofty and Metaphorical way of ſpeaking 
uſed in all Eaſtern Countries, and the 
imitation of the Hebrew Idioms in the 
Greek Tranſlation of the Old Teſtament, 
and Original of the New, you can hard- 
ly affix a ſenſe upon any words uſed 
therein, but a man who will be at the 
pans to ſearch all poſſible Ggnifications 


and 


UMI - 1994 


Of the Sufferings 


hard to it, to make good that which you . 
took to be the proper meaning of them, # 
Wherefore although I will not deny to | 
our adverſaries the praiſe of ſubtilty and Þ 
diligence ; I cannot give them that Þ 
(which is much more praiſe-worthy ) of 
diſcretion and ſound judgment. For ® 
while they uſe their utmoſt induſtry to Þ 
ſearch all che moſt remote and Metapho- 


FE 


rical ſenſes of words, with a deſign to} 
take off the genuine and proper meaning} 
of them, they do not attend to the il w, 
conſequence that may be made of this to? xc 
the overthrowing thoſe things, the belief} 
of which themſelves make neceflary to fal-7 
vation. For by this way the whole Goſpelſ# i 
may be made an Allegory, and the Reſur-# 
reftion of Chriſt be thought as mets- 
phoricalas the Redemption by his Death, 
and the force of all the Precepts of the 
Goſpel avoided by ſome unuſual ſignifi? 
cation of the words wherein they are de-? hi 
livered. . So that nothing can be more un-# ol 
reaſonable than ſuch a method of proceed-#3 n; 
ing, unleſs it be firſt ſufficiently proved} at 
that the matter is not capable of the pro-} tt 
per ſenſe, and therefore of neceſſity the m 
improper only is to be allowed. And} { 
this is that which Socinus ſeems after | by 
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his pains to pervert the meaning of the 


places in controverſie, to rely on mot ; 


po thing it ſelf. And the reaſon, he faith, 
mz why they believe their Doftrine true, is 


* not barely becauſe God hath ſaid it, but 
- they believecertainly that God hath ſaid it, 
= becauſe they know it to be true ; by knows 
© ing the contrary Doctrine to be impoſit- 
© ble. The controverſie then, concerning 
= the meaning of the places indiſpute is to 
be reſolved trom the nature and reaſona- 
© bleneſs of the matter contained in them > 


- for if Soczuus his reaſon be an{werable to 


= his confidence, if the account we give 
= of the ſufferings of Chriſt, be repug- 
= nant not only to the Juſtice, Goodneſs 
and Grace of God, but to the nature of 
= thething; if it appear impoſlible, that 
x} mankind ſhould be redeemed in a proper 


nd} ſenſe, or that God ſhould be propitiated 


all} by the Death of his Son as a Sacrifice 


IHAAL _ 1Q04 


for 


II 


|= viz. That the Dofrine of ſatisfation doth Socin. de 
imply an impoſſibility in the thing it ſelf, 1,79: 
E and therefore muſt weeds be falſe ; nay, he Cap. 4. 
* faith, the infallibility of the Revealer had 
* not been enough in this Caſe, ſuppoſing that 
” Chriſt had ſaid it, and riſen from the dead, 
= to declare his own Veracity; unleſs he had 
” delivered it by its proper cauſes and ef- 
” feds, and ſo ſhewed the poſſibility of the 
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for ſin ; if it enervate all the Precepts - 

of Obedience, and tend rather to juſtifie * þ | 
fins than thoſe who do repent of them; 
T ſhall then agree, that no induſtry can} 
be too great in ſearching Authors, com 
paring places, examining Verſions, to 
find out ſuch a ſenſe as may be agree 
able to the nature of things, the Artri-| 


an Religion. But if on the contrary,| Y {lc 
the Scripture doth plainly aſſert thoſe? h 
things, from whence our Dodtrine fok®? ju 
lows, and without which no reaſonable!” tl 
account can be given either of the expreſ? n 
ſions uſed therein, or of the ſufterings of? tt 
Chriſt ; if Chriſt s death did immediate} l ſt 


Was 


being repugnant to the nature of _ Pp! 
that it highly manifeſts his Wiſdom, 
Juſtice and Mercy ; if it aſlert nothing! tc tc 
but what is {o far from being impoſlible,” n 
that it is very reconcileable to the com-!” 

mon principles of Reaſon, as well as the c 


Free-Grace of God in the pardon of fin; | tl 


rolben enervating, taat it advances high| 
ly all the purpoſes of Chriſtian Religion, 
then it can be no leſs than a a” 
ones 
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-pts one of the grand Truths of the Chriſti- 
ifie an Doctrine, not to believe ours to be 
Z the true ſenſe of the places in controver- 
7 fe. And this is that which 1 now take 
© upon me to maintain. 

% TI. For our clearer proceeding herein, 
= nothing will be more neceſſary, than to 
ttri-7 underſtand the true/tate of the Controver- The flate of 


\& 


iſt fe ; which hath been rendred more ob- =” 
ar7of b& ſcure by the miſtakes of ſome, who general. 


” have managed it with greater zeal than 
fol * judgment ; who have aflerted more 
able. than they needed to have done, and 
pref.” made our Adverſaries aſſert much leſs 
ps of than they do: And by this means have 
late ſhot over their Adverſaries heads, and 
' was}; laid their own more open to aſſaults. It 
n 2 if is caſie to obſerve, that moſt of Socinus 
from® his Arguments are levelled againſt an o- 
God, pinion, which tew who have conſidered 
= theſe things do maintain, and none need 
op to think themſelves obliged to do it ; 
= which is, That Chriſt paid a proper and 
= rigid fatisfaction for the fins of men, 
> conſidered under the notion of debts, and 
= that he paid the very ſame, which we 
= ought to have done ; which in the ſenſe 
© of the Law, is never called Satisfaction, 
= but tri Payment. Againſt this Soci= 
7 ms diſputes from the impoſlibility of 
| Chriſt's 
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Chriſt's paying the very ſame that we” 

were to have paid; becauſe our penalty: 
was eternal Death, and that as the con: 
{equent of inherent guilt, which Chrift® 
neither did nor could undergo. Neithe| 
15 it enough to ſay, That Chriſt had un 
dergone eternul Death, unleſs hz had bell 
able to free himſelf from it; for the ad} 
miſlion of one to pay for another, who! 


d A 


could diſcharge the debt in much les. 
time than the offenders could , was 
not the ſame which the Law required| 
For that takes no notice of any orhet | 
than the perſons who had ſinned;7 
and if a Mediator could have paid che 
fame, the Original Law muſt have been. 
disjunQive; viz, Thar either the Of 
cs muſt ſuffer, or another for him; 
but then the Goſpel had not been cheſ? 
bringing in of a better Covenant, but a 
performance of the old. But if there beſ! 
a relaxation or diſpenſation of the firſt 
Law; then it neceſſarily follows, that? 
what Chriſt paid, was not the very 
ſame which the firſt Law required : fot 

what need of that, when the very ſame® 
was paid that was in the obligation 2 But 
if it be ſaid, That the dignity of the perſoi 
makes up, what wanted in the kind or degret 
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of puniſhment ; this is a plain confeſſion} | 


that 
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that it is not the ſame, but ſomething 
equivalent, which anſwers the ends of 
the SanQtion, as much as the ſame would 
have done, which is the thing we con- 
tend for. Beſides, if the very ſame had 
been paid in the ſtrict ſenſe, there would 
have followed a deliverance zpſo fads; 
for the releaſe immediately follows the 

ayment of rhe ſame : and it had been 
injuſtice to have required any thing fur- 
ther, in order to the diſcharge of the 
Offender, when ftrict and full payment 
had been made of what was in the obli- 
gation. But we fſce that Faith and Re- 
pentance, and the conſequences of thoſe 
two, are made conditions on our parts, 
in order to the enjoying the benefit of 
what Chriſt hath procured ; So that the 
releaſe is not immediate upon the pay- 
ment, but depends on a new contract, 
made in conſideration of what Chrift 
hath done and ſuffered for us. If it be 
laid, 7hat by Chriſt's payment, we become 
by, and he requires eſe conditions of us ; 
beſides the contrariety of it to the Scri- 
ptures, which make the conditions to 
be required by him to whom the pay- 
ment was made; we are to conſider, 
that theſe very perſons aſſert, that Chriſt 
paid all for us, and in our name and 


ſtead ; 
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ſtead; ſo that the payment by Chriſt ; 


was by a ſubſtitution in our room; © 
and if he paid the ſame which the : 
Law required, the benefit muſt im-# 
mediately accrue to thoſe in whoſe name 
the debt was paid. For what was done| 
in the name of another, ts all one to the 
Creditor, as if it had been done by the 
Debtor himſelf. But above all things, it 
1s impoſlible to reconcile the freeneſs of # 
remiſſion, with the full payment of the® 
very ſame which was in the obligation. 
Neither will it ſerve to ſay, That though!) t| 
it was not free to Chriſt, yet it was to us." {; 
For the fatisfation and remiſſion muſt t| 
reſpect the ſame perſon ; for Chriſt did 
not pay for himſelf, but for us, neither 
could the remiſſion be” 'to him. Chrift® 
therefore is not conſider'd in his own® 
name, but asaCting in our ſtead ; ſo that 
what \was free to him, muſt be to us; 
what was exaly paid by him, it 1s all 
one as it it had been done by us: fothaty 
it is impoſſible the ſame debt ſhould be 
tully paid and freely forgiven. Much 
leſs will it avoid the difficulty in this caſe 
to ſay, That it was a refuſable payment: 
tor it being ſuppoled to be the very ſame, 
it wasnot in juſtice refuſable; and hows 
ever not in Equity, if it anſwer the i in- 

tentio0 
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it tention of the Law, as much as the ſuf- 
2 fering of the offenders had done; and the 
© more it doth that, the leſs refuſable it is. 
Z And although God himſelf found out the 
way, that doth not make the pardon free, 
Z but the deſignation of the perſon who 
© was to pay the debt. Thus when our 
Z Adverlaries diſpute againſt this opinion, 
tf no wonder if they do it ſucceſsfully ; 
© but this whole opinion is built upon a 
miſtake, that fſatisfation muſt be rhe 


dF of the Church, when they do it only 
E over the miſtake of ſome particular per- 
ſtEſons. Burt the foundation of this mi- 
Eſtake, lies in the conſideration of puniſh« 
Ement, under the notion of debts, and 
Sthat fatisfaQtion therefore muſt be by 
Uſtric payment in rigor of Law ; but how 
great that miſtake is, will appear in the 
Aublequent diſcourle. But it cannot but 

de wondred at, that the very {ame per« 

us caleflons who conſider ſins, as debts which 
muſt be lritly farisfied for, do withal 
contend for the abſolute neceſlisy of this 
JatisfaCtion : whereas Socinus his Argu- 
n-Mnents would hold good, zf /1ns were only 


confts 
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conſidered as debts, aud God as the mere} 


Creditor of puniſhment ; he might as free 


ly part with his own right without ſati{l 


fattion, as any Creditor may forgive whath 
ſumm he pleaſes to a perſon indebted ty 


him ; and no reaſon can be brought toff 
the contrary, from that notion of ſingsÞf 
why h2 may not do it. But it they bel 


conſidered, with a reſpe to God's Gol 
vernment of the world, and the honouwf 
of his Laws, then ſome further account 
may be given, why it may not be con# 
ſtent with that, to pais by the ſins off 
men, withour ſatisfation made to them® 


ofthe af. 1!T. And becauſe the miſtale in this 
ferece of matter, hath been the foundation of molſf| 


debts and 
pruniſh- 


ment. 


of the {ublequent miſtakes on both fide 
and the dilcovery of the caule of error 
doth tar more to the cure of them, tha 

any Arguments brought againſt them 
and withal, the true underſtanding « 
the whole Doctrine of {ſatisfaction de 
pends upon it, 1 {hall endeavour to mak 
clear the notion under which our fins ar 
con{idered ; for upon that depends th 
nature of the fatisfaction which is to þ 
made for them. For while our Adve 
{aries ſuppoſe, that fins are to be looks 
on under the notion of debts in this dt 

bate, they atlert it to be wholly free f 
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God to remit them, without any fati(- 
þ faction. Thev make the right of pu- 
| niſhment merely to depend on God's ab- 
| ſolute Dominion ; and that all fatisfa- 


Rion mult be conſidered under the no- 


{ tion of compenſation, for the injuries 
| done to him, to whom it is to be made. 
Z But if we can clearly ſhew a conſidera- 
© ble difference between the notion of debts 
| and puniſhments, if the right of puniſh- 
© ment doth not depend upon mere Domi- 
© nion, and that fatisfaction by way of 


punrſhment, is not primarily 1atended 


D for compenſation, but for other ends, we 
i ſhall make not only the ſtate of rhe Con- 


off troverſie much clearer, but offer ſome= 


all thing conſiderable towards the reſoluti- 
| on of it. The way I ſhall take for the 


proof of the difference between debts 


| and puniſhments, ſhall be uſing the other 
| for the Arguments for it. For beſides, 
jy that thoſe things are juſt in matter of 
@ debts, which are not ſo in the caſe of 


puniſhments; as, that it is lawfull for a 
man to forgive all the debts which are 
owing him by all perſons, though they 
never ſo contumaciouſſy refuſe pay- 
ment, but our Adverſfaries will not fay 
ſo inthe cafe of fins ; for although they 
aſſert, That the juſtice of God doth ne- 
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Non reſipiſcentibus wene- 
am non concedere, id de- 
mum nature diving, © de- 
cretis ejus & propterea re- 
fitudini & «quitati debi- 
tum eft ac conſentaneum. 
Socin. de Servat. ]. 1. 1. 
Non reſipiſcentes pana non 
liberare tum pr ſe aquitati 
eft azmoaum conſrutaneum, 
O& poſotts quibuſdam finibus 
quos Deus fibi in regenats 
hominibus pr fixit fatto ne- 
ceſſarium. Crell. c. Gror. 


Of the Sufferngs 


ver require puniſhment inÞ 
caſe of repentance,yet with} | 
al they aflert, That 7x caſt | 
of zmpenttency, it 1s not only 5 I 
agreeable, Eut due to the nal 
ture and decrees and there. = { 
fore to the reflitude and 6 | 
quity of God not to g7ve par... q 
Aon. But if this be true 
then there is an apparent 
difterence between the nol 


C. 2. {eQ. 29. 


tion of debts and puniſk® 
ments ; for the Impeniten® 
cy doth bur add to the greatneſs of thi 
debt : And will they ſay, it is only in 
God's power to remit ſmall debts, bu 
he muſt puniſh the greateſt 2 what b& 
comes then of God's abſolute liberty tf 
part with hs own right? will not thi 
thew more of his kindneſs to pardon thi 
greater, rather than leſter oftenders 2 Buff 
it there be fomething in the nature of thi 
thing, which makes it not only juſt, bull 
necetlary for impenitent ſinners to be pu 
niſhed, as Cre/us after Socinus frequents li 
ly acknowledges, then it is plain, thall t: 
fins are not to be con{idered merely af r: 
debts, for that obſtinacy and impenif v 
tency 1s only punilhed as a greater deft c 
gree of ſin, and therctore as a greatef 
debt 
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debt. And withal, thoſe things are law- 
full in the remiſſion of debts, which are 


| unjuſt in the matter of puniſhments; as 


it is lawfull for a Creditor, when two 
perſons are conſidered in equal circum- 
ſtances, to remit one, and not the other ; 
pay, to remit the greater debt, without 
any ſatisfaction, and to exact the leſſer 
to the greateſt extremity ; but it is un- 


Juit in matter of puniſhments, where the 
Z reaſon and circumſtances are the ſame, 
bZ for a perſon who hath committed a 
® crime of very dangerous conſequence, 
© to eſcape unpuniſhed, and another who 
1 hath been guilty of far.leſs to be ſevere- 
© ly executed. Beſides theſe conſiderations, 
# Ifay, I ſhall now prove the difference of 
© debts and puniſhments, from thoſe rwo 
& things whereby things are beſt differen- 
© ced trom each other; viz. The different 
® Reaſon, and the d:fterent End of them, 
= IV. (r.) The different Reaſon of debts The reaſon 
EZ and puniſhments : The realon ot debts 
Z is dominion and propzrty, and the ob- 
ligation of them, depends upon voſun- lick inte- 
tary contracts between partics ; but the 7 


reaſon of puniſhments 1s Jullice and Go- 
vernment, and depends rot upon mere 
contracts, but the relation the perſon 
ſtands in to that Authority to which 

»*p he 


Of the Sufferings : 
he is accountable for his ations. For | 
if the obligation to puniſhment, did de- 
pend upon mere contract, then none 
conid juſtly be puniſhed, but ſuch who 
have conſented to it by an antecedent 
contract : If it be ſaid, That a contradt uÞ 
implied, by their being in ſociety with of 
thers ; that is as much as I cefire to 
make the d:ff:rence appear, for in caſe 
of debts, the obligation depends upon# 
the voluntary contract of the perſon; 
but in caſe of puniſhments, the very 
relation to Government, and living un-# 
der Laws doth imply it. And the rights 
of puniſhment depends upon the obli|Þ 
gation of Laws, where the reaſon off 
them holds, without any expreſs con|| 
tract, or ſuperiority of one over ano 
ther; as in the caſe of violation of thef 
Law of Nations, that gives right to ano 


WT 
Zi A 
Le] 
belles 


ther Nation to puniſh the infringers off 
it, Otherwiſe Wars could never be law# 
full between two Nations, and noni 
could be warrantable, but thoſe of # 
Prince againſt his rebellious ſubjeaR 
who have broken the Laws themſelves 
conſented expreſly to. Beſides, in cal 
of debts every man 1s bound to pay 
whether he be call'd upon or no; butit 
caſe of puniſhments, no man is bount 

| tt 


5 
s 


= 
| none 


> of 4 


biedsl 3 7 
nielves 
n cal 
O paJ 


but 1 
bount 


fl | 
$3X 
© 3 


of CHRIST. 


to betray or accuſe himſelf, For the 
obligation to payment in. cafe of cebr 
ariſeth from the injury ſuſtained by that 
particular perſon, if another detains 
what is his own from him ; but the ob- 
ligation to puniſhment, ariſes from the 
injury, the Publick ſuitains by the impu- 
nity of crimes, of which the Magiitrates 
are to take Care; who by the diſpen- 
ſing of puniſhments, do ſhew that to be 
true which Grotius aſſerts, that if there 
be any Creditor to be aſſigned in puniſh- 
ment, it is the publick good: Which 
appears by this, that all puniſhmentsare 
proportioned, according to the influence 
the offences have upon the publick 1n- 
zreſt ; for the reaſon of puniſhment 1s 
not becauſe a Law 1s broken, but be- 
cauſe the breach of a Law tends to dif- 
lolve the community, by infringing the 
Authority of the Laws, and the honour 
of thoſe who are to take care of them. 
For if we conſider it, the meaſure of pu- 
niſhments is ih a well ordered State, ta- 
ken from the influence which crimes 
have upon the 'peace and intereſt of the 
community. No man queſtions, but 
that Malice, Pride and Avarice, are 
things really as bad as many faults, 
that are ſeverely puniſhed by humane 
C4 Laws, 


UMI] - 1994 


Of the Sufferings 
Laws, bit the reaſon theſe are not pu- Þ 
niſhed is, becauſe they do not ſo much | 
injury to the publick intereſt, as Thett 
and Robbery do. Befides, mn thoſe things Þ 
wherein the Laws of a Nation are con- 
cerned, the utmoſt rigor is not uled in 
the preventing of crimes, or the execu- | 
tion of them when committed, it ſuch Þ 
an execution may endanger the publick £ 
more than the impunity of the offenders ; 
may do. And there are ſome things 
which are thought ſit to be forbidden, Þ 
where the utmoſt means are not uſed to ar 
prevent them ; as Merchants are forbid-Þ re 
den to ſteal cuſtoms, but they are not | Br: 
put under an Oath nor to do it. And hi 
when penalties have been deſerved, chef « 
execution of them hath been deferred ÞÞ ti 
till it may be moſt for the advantage of | t] 
the publick : as Foab's puniſhment till S«-F LG 
lomon's Reign, though he deſerved it as} K 
much in David's. So that the rule com-| : a 
monly talked of, Fzat juſtitza & pereatÞ Y 
mundus, is a piece of Pedantry, rather g 
than true Wiſdom; for whatever pe-M 6 
nalty inflited brings a far greater detri-W 5 
ment to the 'publick, than the forbea-W 7 
rance of it, is no piece of Juſtice to the « 
c 

c 


State, but the contrary ; the greateſt | 
Law, being the ſafety and preſervation 
of g 
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” of the whole Body. By which it ap- 
© pears, that in humane Laws, the reaſon 
© of punithment ts not, rhat ſuch an aQti- 
| on is done, but becaule the impunity in 
doing it, may have a bad influence -on 


the publick intereſt ; but in debts, the 
right of Reſtitution depends upon the 
injury received by a particular perſon, 
who looks at no more than the repara- 
tion of his loſs by it. 
V. We are now to conſider, how far -, ,,.z: 


” theſe things will hold in Divine Laws, ef Divine 


and what the right of puniſhment doth 79m 
reſult from there. For Cre//us, the fub- nominion. 
tilleſt of our Adverſaries, knowing of C1. Re- 
how great conſequence the reſolution of Cror cap. 
this 1s, 1n the whole Controverſie of Sa- 2. {e& 1. 
tisfaction, vehemently contends, That wy. 
the right of puniſhment doth reſult from 
God's abſolute Dominion, and therefore he 

s to be confidered - as the offended party, 

and not as Governor in the right of inflict- 

ing puniſhment; tor which his firit Ar- 
gument is, That our obedience is due to, , 
God's Law, on the account of his Dominion ; was 
but when that is not performed, the penal- 

ty ſucceeds in its room, and therefore that 

doth belong to God on the ſame account : His 

other arguments are, from the compenſation 

of injuries duc to the offended party, aud 


from 
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from God's anger againſt fin, in which be F 
is t0 be conſider d as the offended party : 
Theſe two latter will be anſwered under # 
the next head ; the firſt I am to examine | 
here. He therefore tells us, that the right 
of puniſhment belongs to God's Dom | 
nion, becauſe the reaion of his Govern-| 
ment of mankind is, becauſe he 15 the 
Lord of them. But, for our beiter un-| 
derſtanding this, we are to conſider, ab-# 
though the original right of Govern 
ment doth reſult from God's Dominion ;® 
for therefore our obedience 1s due, bel 
cauſe oi his Sovereignty over us ; yal 
when God takes upon him the notion ol 
a Governour, he enters into a new rele 
tion with his creatures, diſtinct from the 
firſt as mere Lord. For he is equally 
Lord of all to whom he gives a being 
but hedoth not require obedience upon 
equal terms, nor governs them by the 
{ame Laws : Dominion is properly ſhew- 
ed in the exerciſe of power ; but when 
God gives Laws according to which he ” 
will reward and puniſh, he ſo far re# 
ſtrains the exerciſe of his Dominion toi 
[Nr FROeY tothe ends of Government 
If we ſhould ſuppoſe, that God govern 
the world merely by his Dominion, we 
muſt take away all rewards and puniſh# 
ments 
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ments; for then the actions of men, 
would be the mere efftedts of irreſitable 
power, and ſo not capable of rewards 
and puniſhments ; for there could be nei- 
ther of theſe, where mens ations are 
capable of the differences of good and e- 
vil, and that they cannot be, if they be 
the as of God's Dominion, and not of 
their own. But if God doth not exercile 
his full Dominion over rational creatures, 
it is apparent that he doth govern them 
under another notion than as mere Lord, 
and the reaſon of puniſhment is not to 
be taken from an abſolute right which 
God doth not make ule of, bur from the 
ends and deſigns of Government, which 
are his own Honour, the Authority of 
his Laws, and the good of thoſe whom 
he doth govern. And Cre//us 1s greatly 
miſtaken , when he makes puniſhment 
to ſucceed in the place of the right of obe- 
dience; for it is only the deſert of pu- 
niſhment, which follows upon the vio- 
lation of that right; and as we aſſert, 
that the right of obedience is derived 
from God's Sovereignty, fo we deny not, 
but the deſert of puniſhment is from the 
violation of it ; but withal we ſay, that 
the obligation to puniſhment depends 
upon the Laws, and God's right to in- 
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flit puniſhment (Laws being ſuppoſed) 
is immediately from that Government F 
which he hath over mankind : For o- # 
therwiſe, if the whole right of puniſh- | 
ment did ſtill depend upon God's Do- 
minion, and the firſt right of Sovereign- 
ty, then all ſins muſt have equal puniſh- Þ 
ments, becauſe they are all equal viola- F 
tions of the fundamental. right of obe- 
dience; then it were at liberty for God | 
to punith a greater fin, with a leſs pu- 
niſhment ; and a leſſer ſin, witha greater: Þ 
And laſtly, this would make the puniſh- | 
ment of fin, a mere Arbitrary thing in? 
God ; for there would be no reaſon of 

puniſhment, but what depended upon | 
God's mere will ; whereas the reaſon off 

puniſhment in Scripture i is drawn froma|Þ 

repugnancy of ſin to the divine purity | £ 
and holineſs, and not merely from Gods 

power or will to puniſh ; butif that were | 

all the reaſon of it, there would be no | 

repugnancy in the nature of the ine 
tor the moſt vitious perſon to be re-Þ 
warded, and the moſt pious to be made | 
everlaſtingly na on 5 But who ever | 
yet durſt fay or think ſo? From wheaall 
it appears that the relation between ſin Þ 
and puniſhment is no reſult of God's ar- K 
bitrary will ; but it is founded in the | 

nature Þ 
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nature of the things ; ſo that as it 1s juſt 
for God to puniſh offenders, ſo it would 
be unjuſt to puniſh the molt innocent 
perſon without any reſpeCt to fin. But 
if the right of puniſhment depends mere- 
ly on God's Dominion, I cannot under- 
ſtand why God may not puniſh when 
and whom, and in what manner he 
pleaſeth; without any impeachment of 
his Juſtice, and therefore it 1s to be won- 
der'd at, that the ſame perſons who af- 
ſert the right of puniſhment to be mere- 
ly in God's Dominion, ſhould yet cry 
out of the injuſtice of one perſon being 
puniſhed for anothers faults; for why 
may not God exerciſe his Dominion in 
this caſe? yes, ſay they, he may his do- 
minion, but he cannot puniſh, becauſe pu- 
niſhment ſuppoſes guilt, and cannot be juſt 
without it ; how far that reaches, will 
= be examined afterwards ; at preſent, we 
= take notice of the contradiction to them- 
= ſelves which our Adverfaries are guilty 
= of, that they may ſerve their own by- 
= potbefis, for when we diſpute with them, 
againſt abſolute remiſſion without ſatiſ- 
faction, then they contend that theright 
of puniſhment is a mere a& of Domi- 
non, and God may part with his right, 
© ithe pleaſe ; but when they diſpute with 
us 
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us againſt the tranſlation of puniſhment F 
from one to another, then they no lon- | 


ger {ay that the right of puniſhment is| 


an at of Dominion, but that it 1s a ne-| 


ceſſary conſequent of inherent guilt, and 
cannot be removed from one to another, 


And then they utterly deny that pu 


niſhment 1 is of the natnre of debts; for 


$1c. de Ser OHe MAN'S MOney, they lay, may become a-| 


ARS wothers, b:t one mans puniſhment canuit| 
ka.c.18, become anothers : Thus they give and 
take, deny and grant, as it ſerves forſ 
their preſent purpoles. 
« the md i Vi Cn Ihe different ends of detnl 
of puniſh- and puniſhments, make it appear that there 
ments 9? 554 difference in the nature of them ; for 
p-»/acion the intention of the obligation to pay 
> fey i- in ment in caſe of debt, is the compenſa- 
; tion of the damage which the Creditor 
ſullains; but the intention of puniſh 


ment, is not bare compenſation, but it 


is deſigned for greater and further ends} 


For which we are to conſider the difie# 
rent nature of puniſhments, as they are 
inflicted by way of reparation of ſome 
tnjury done to private perions, and «fl 


they do reſpe&t the publick good. IÞþ 
grant, that private perſons in caſe olff 
injarics, feck for compenſation of the 
damage they ſuſtain, and fo tar theyſ 
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bear the nature of debts ;. but if we con- 
ſider them as inflicted by thoſe who 
have a care of the publick, though they 
are to {ee that no private perſon ſuffers 
injury by another; yet the reaſon of 
that is not merely that he might enjoy 
his own, but becauſe the doing injuries 
to others tends to the ſubverſion of the 
ends of Government. Therefore, I can 
by no means admit that Pofitian of Cre/- 
lius, that a Magiſtrate only puniſhes as he 
aſſumes the perſon of the particular men 2. Se. 2. 
who have received injuries from others ; es | _ 
for he aims at other ends than merely 
the compenſation of thole injured per- 
ſons. Their great end 1s according to 
the old Roman Formula, ne quid Reſp. 
detrimenti capiat : the reaſon of exact- 
ing penalties upon private men is ſtill 
with a regard to the publick ſafety. 
Suppoſing men in a ſtate of nature no 
puniſhment is due to the injured perſon, 
but reſtitution of damage, and compen- 
lation of the loſs that accrues to him by 
the injury ſuſtained ; and whatever goes 
beyond this, is the effte&t of Govern- 
ment, which conſtitutes penalties for 
perſervation of the Society which is un- 
der Laws. But herein Cre/ius is our ad- 
verfary, but with no advantage at all ro 


his 


Crefl. c. 
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his Cauſe; for he offers to prove againſt 
Grotius, That ſomerhing more is due by an|| 
injury beyoud bare compenſation for aha 
the other is ſuppoſed to loſe by the right of 
nature ; for faith he, in every injury there 


is not only the real damage which the-per-| 


fon ſuſtains, but there is a contempt of the 
perſon implyed in it, for which as well a 


the former, he ought to have compenſariod z 


To which I anſwer, 1. That this doth 


not prove what he deſigns, v7z. that pu-Þ 7 
niſhment doth belong to the injured per-# 
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ſon in a ſtate of Nature, beyond bar] | 


reſtitution, but that it is neceſſary, that) 
men ſhould not continue in ſuch a ſtate, 
that ſo they may be vindicated from® 
that contempt, and others compelledſ# 
to reſtitution. Both which, as they are 
puniſhments, are not in the power off 
the offended party as ſuch, but thew® 
that it is very reaſonable there ſhould 
be Laws ard Governours, that private 
perſons may be preſerved i in their juſt® 
rights, and offenders puniſhed for the 
vindication not only of their honour, 
but of the Laws too. And Laws being 
eſtabliſhed, the injured perſon hath right 


ro no more, than the compenſation off 


his lots ; for that being forced upon the 


offending g party, 1s a ſufficient vindics| 
tion 
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tion of his honour. 2. If the contempt 
of a private perſon makes a compenſa- 
tion neceſſary, how much more will this 
hold in a publick Magiſtrate ; whoſe 
contempt by diſobedience is of far worſe 
conſequence than that of a private perſon. 
And by this argument Cre/lius over- 
throws his main hyporhefis , viz. that 


Z God may pardon fin without latisfaCtion ; 


for if it be not only neceſſary, that the 
loſs be compenſated but the dithonour 
too; then ſo much greater as the diſho- 
nour is, ſo much higher as the perſon 


1s, ſo much more beneficial to the world 
© as his Laws are, ſo much more neceſſa- 


ry is it thar in order to pardon there 
muſt be a ſatisfa&tion made to him, for 
the affronts he hath received from men. 
And if the greatneſs of the injury be to 


be meaſured as Crellius aflerts, from the Cell. c. 


worth and value of the thing, from the dig- 


nity and honour of the perſon, ſrom the diſ 


plicency of the fat to him, which he makes 
the meaſure of puniſhment ; this makes it 
ſtill far more reaſonable, that God ſhould 
have ſatisfaction for the ſins of men,than 
that men ſhould have for the injuries date 
them by one another ; eſpecially coni- 


Crot, cap. 


% Þ« 174: 


dering what the ſame Author doth aſftrt Sea. 2g. 
aſterwards, that it is ſometime repugnant Þ: 98. 


to 
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Of the Sufferings l 
to juſtice, for one to part with his own | 
right in caſe of injuries, and that either | 
from the uature and circumſtances of the F 
things themſelves or a decree or deters © 
mination to the contrary : for the firſt he | 
inſtanceth in caſe of zotorious defamati- | 
04; 1n which he faith, 2: zs a diſhoneſt Þ 
and unlawful thing for a man, not to make Þ} 
uſe of his own right for his "indication: . 
and tor the other, incaſe of great obſtina-Þ 
cy and malice. By both which, it is molt Þ 
apparent, that Cre/us puts a mighty dif-F 
ference between the nature of debts, and 
puniſhments, ſince in all caſes he allows F 
it lawful for a perſon free, to remit his 
debts; but in ſome caſes he makes i tt 
utterly unlawful for a perſon not to make 
uſe of his right for puniſhment. And 
withal if a private perſon may not part 
with his own right 1 in ſuch caſes, how 


unreaſonable is it not to aſſert the ſame : 


of the great Governour of the World ? 
and that there may be a neceſſity for £ 
h.m upon ſuppoſition of the contemptÞ 
ol himſelf and his Laws, to vindicateF 
himſelf and his honour to the world, by 
{one remarkable teſtimony of his ſeve | : 
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VIT. But Cre/ius yet urgeth another Of Creliue 
end of puniſhment, which though the wr? 
moſt unreaſonable of all others, yet ſuf- bout the 
ficiently proves from himſelf the diffe. -od of pu- 
rence of debts and puniſhments, which c.z., wg 
is, the delight which the injured perſon 2. ſe8. 2. 
takes in ſeeing the offender puniſhed. This 28 
he ſo much inſiſts upon, as though he 
made it the moſt natural end of puniſh- 
ment ; for ſaith he, among the Puniſhments 
which a Prince or any other free Perſon 
can inflit, revenge is in the firſt place, 
and the more there is of that in any thing, 
the more properly it is called a puniſhment ; 
and he tells us what he means by this altzo; 


viz. ſolatium ex alieno dolore, the content- 


ment taken in anothers pain. But faith he, P. 197. 
uo man muſt objett, that this is a thing evil 
in it ſelf ; for although it be forbidden us 
under the New Teſtament, yet in it ſelf it is 
not unlawful for one that hath ſuffered pain 
= from another to ſeek for the eaſe of his own 
pain, by the miſeries of him that injured 


emp him: and for this purpoſe, ſaith he, we 
Jicate © have the Paſſion of Anger in us, which be- 
d, by = ng a defire of returning injuries, is then 
eve = ſatiefied when it apprehends it done. 
® But how abſurd and unreaſonable this 

doctrine is, will be cafily diſcovered, for 

this would make the primary intend- 
[{. But D 2 ment 
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ment of puniſhment to be the evil of 


him that ſuffers it. Where the right | 


b 


1 

£ 
- 
Wat 


of puniſhment ts derived from an in-Þ| 
Jury received, and therefore that which | 
gives that right, is ſome damage ſuſtai-Þ 


ned, the reparation of which is the firſt Þ 
thing deſigned by the offended party;| 
Though it take not up the whole nature 


of puniſhment. And on thisaccount no 
man can juſtly propoſe any end ro him-| 
ſelf in anothers evil, but what comes un-| 
der the notion of reſtitution. For the 
evil of another is only intended in pu-If 
niſhment as it reſpe&s the good of him} 
for whole ſake that evil is undergone, 
When that good may be obtained with-Þ 
out anothers evil, the defire of ir is un- 
Juſt and unreaſonable: and therefore all 


that contentment that any one takes in| 
the evil another undergoes, as ir is evilſ 
to him, is a thing repugnant tro humane 
nature, and which all perſons condemiſ 
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in others when they allow themſelves in 
it. It will be hard for Cre/l;us to make 
any difference betwcen this end of pu 
niſhment which he aſſigns, and the great 
eſt cruelty ; for what can that be work 
than taking delight in making other 
miſerable, and ſeeing them ſo when he 
ftrath made them. It it be replyed, zh 

cruelty 
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cruelty 1s without any cauſe, but here a jult 
cauſe is ſuppoſed: 1 an{wer, a juſt cauſe 
is only ſuppoſed for the puniſhment, 
but there can be no jult cauſe for any 
to delight in the miſeries of others, and 
to comtort themlclves by inflicting or 
beholding them. For the evil of ano- 
ther 15 never intended, but when it is the 
only means lett for compenlation ; and 
he muſt be guilty of great inhumanity, 
who delires anothers evil any further 
than that tends to his own good, 7. e. 
the reparation of the damage luſlained ; 
which if it may be had without ano- 
thers evil, then that comes not by the 
right of nature within the reaſon of pu- 
niſhment; and conſequently where it 
doth not ſerve for that end, the comfort 
that men take 1n.1it 1s no part of juſtice, 
but cruelty. For there can be no reaſon 
at all aſſigned for it; for that /enimentum 
doloris which Crellius inſiſts on 1s meerly 
imaginary, and no other than the Dog 
hath in gnawing the ſtone that is thrown 
at him ; and for all that I know, that 
propenſion in nature to the retribution 
of evil for evil any further than it tends 
to our ſecurity, and the preſervation for 
the future, 1s one of the moſt unreaſona- 
ble Paſſjons in humane Nature. 

D 3 VIII. And 
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Ofthena- Vil. And if we examine the nature E 
rureofan- of A4yger, either conſidered Naturally or | 


Jre- ; wm hp 
Sage in Morally, the intention of it is, not the 


men, and returning evil to another, for the evil | 


whether h Hg 
wniſh. TECELVEd, but the ſecurity and perſerva- 


ments are tion of our (elves; which we ſhould not 
deſigned 


to ſatishe 


have ſo great a care of, unleſs we had | 


them, 2 quick {ſenſe of injuries, and our blood | 
were apt to be heated at the apprehen- Þ| 


ſion of them. But when this paſſion 


Seli-Preſervation. But when that cannot 


be obtained without anothersevil, fo far E 


the intendment of it is lawful, but no 


further. And I cannot therefore think 

thoſe Philoſophers, who have defined F 
Crel.c. 2. Anger to be C41; 4imAvaire;, by whoſe Þ 
Authority Cre//ius defends himſelf, when F 
he makes anger to be adefire of revenge, | 
did throughly conſider what was juſt and | 
reaſonable in it, but barely what was na- | 


ſe. 22. 
P. 177. 


s 
z 


vents it ſelf, in doing others injury to 
alleviate its own grief, it is a viol.nt 
and unreaſonable perturbation ; but being | 
governed by reaſon, 1t aims at no more, Þ 
than the great end of our beings ; viz. | 


tural, and would be the effe& of that 
paſſion, if not governed by reaſon. For | 
Exere.z13. OtherwiſeFul. Scalzger's definition is much | 
more true and juſtifiable, that it is ap- Þ 


petitus depulfionis ; viz. that whereby we Þ 
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gre ſtirred up to drive away from us, 

any thing that 15 injurious to us. Bur 
becauſe Cre//ius alledgeth a ſaying of Se- 

yeca, that would make vindifa of the 

nature of puniſhment, duabus de caufis Smeca de 
punire princeps ſolet, ft aut ſe vindicet my was 
aut alium : We ſhall oppoſe to this the © 
ſenſe of the fame Author in this matter, 

which may ſufficiently clear the other 
paſſage : For, faith he, [nhumanum wver- Pe 1ra,l.2. 
bum eft, & quidem pro juſto receptum, ul- © ** 
tio, & a contumelia non differt niſi ordi- 

ne : qui dolorem regerit, tantum excuſati- 

us peccat. Andno man ſpeaks with great- 

er vehemency againſt the dclight in o- 

thers puniſhments than he doth ; for he 

always aſſerts, the only reaſon of puniſh- 

ment, to be ſome advantage which is to 

come by it, and not meerly to fatisfie 

anger, or to allay their own griefs, by 

ſeeing anothers : For, ſaith he, the pu- 
niſhment is inflicted, Non quza delefetur De tr4,1.1, 
ullius pena ( procul eſt euim a ſapiente tam © * 
inhumana feritas) ſed ut documentum om- 

nium fint : So that it is only the uſeful» . 

neſs of puniſhment according to him, 

which makes 1t become any wiſe man ; 

and fo far from a ſatisfaction of his grief 

by anothers puniſhment, that he makes 

that a piece of inhumanity, not inct- 
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dent to any who pretend to wiſdom, || 
Nay, he denies, that a juſt puniſhment Þ 


doth flow from Anger; for he that in- 


De1ra,l.r. fliAts that, doth it non ipftus pen 


Cc. 9, 
Cap. 12. 


Cap. 13. 


L 2, 


avidus , ſed quia oportet, not as deſi. 


ring the puniſhment, but becauſe there 


are great reaſons for it: And elſewhere, 
Exſequar quia oportet, non q 1a dolet : he Þ 
is far enough then from approving, that 


imaginary compenſation of one mans 
grief by anothers. 


ject to this anger and revenge. 


from it : 


——quippe minut! 


Semper S infirm eſt animi, exiguique wv» 


luptas 
Ultin ——— 


He makes Cruelty to be nothing elſe, 
De Clem. but the intemperance of the mind in ex 
*+ afting puniſhment ; and the difference be 

ED | — tweet 


And he ſhews ati 
large that the weakeſt natures, and the 
leaſt guided by reaſon, are the moſt ſub-F 
And al-F 
rhough other things be pretended, the 
general cauſe of it 1s, a great infirmity| 
of humane nature; and thence it is, that 
children and old men, and ſick perſons, 
are the moſt ſubject to it ; and the bet 
ter any are, the more they are freed 


2m. | tween a Prince and a Tyrant to lie in 


| this, That one delights in puniſhing, the 
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other never does it but in caſe of neceſſity, 
when the publick good requires it. And 
this throughout his diſcourſe, he makes 
the meaſure of runiſhment. Who rhen 


! could imagine, that he ſhould ſpeak ſo 
| contradictory to himſelf, as to allow pu- 


ones own griefs, by the pains of ano- 


| ther? In the places cited by Cre/ius, 


| the (if taken in his ſenſe ) he ſpeaks whar 


{ub 


| commonly 15, not what ought to be in 


d al-E the world; for he diſputes againſt it in 


_ theſf that very place, therefore that cannot be 
mity | the meaning which he contends for. The 


that common defrgn of puniſhments by a Prince, 


| faith he, & either to vindicate himſelf or 


bet others. IT fo render his words, becauſe 


freed vindicare, when it 1s joyned with the 
Z perſon injured, as here, vindicare ſe aut 
, alium, doth properly relate to the end 
| of puniſhment, which is aſſerting the 
e wi 


right of the injured perſon ; but when 
it is hoyned with the perſons who have 


| done the injury, or the crimes whereby 
{ they did it, then it properly ſignifies to 
| puniſh, Thus Sallut uſeth, Yindicatum 
u 6xÞ 
ce be-Þ# 


rweenÞ 


incos; andCicero, In milites noſtros we- 
hementer vindicatum, and for the fat ve- 
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ry frequently in him, maleffcia vindicareiff py 
but when it relates to the injured perſon, af 
as here it doth, it cannot ſignifie meer- }o 
Iy to puniſh ; for then ſe vindicare wouldÞÞ he 
be to puniſh ones ſelf, but to aſſert hisf ter 
own right in caſe of injury, though itÞpu 
be with the puniſhment of another : For def 
FVindicatio, as Cicero defines ir, eft perl the 
quam vis & injuria & omnino quod obfull wa 
turum eſt defendendo aut ulciſcendo prof wi 
pulſatur. So that the ſecurity of our ha 
telves in caſe of force or injury, is thatÞ paj 
which is called Vindication ; which ſome ar, 
times may be done by defence, and offi pr: 
ther times by puniſhment. And that Se the 
meca doth mean no more here, is appx|Gr 
rent by what follows; for in caſe of prifÞf /z/ 
vate injuries, he faith, pznam /1 tuto poſſi res 
terit donet, he would have the Prince «/ 
forgive the puniſhment, if it may be 
done with fafery ; ſo that he would nat 
have any one puniſhed, to ſatisfie ano 
thers deſire of revenge, but to preſerve 
his own ſafety : And afterwards he ſaith no 
It is much beneath a Princes condition, tf wr 
need that fatisfaion which ariſes from an the 
thers ſufferings : But for the puniſhments] we 
of others, he faith, The Law hath eſta pu 
bliſhed three ends, the amendment of tht} C0! 
perſons, or making others Fetter by their Wl 
puniſh 
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puniſhments, or the publick ſecurity, by 


taking away ſuch evil members out of the 

body : So that in publick puniſhments, 

he never ſo much as ſuppoſes, that con- 
tentment which revenge fanſies in others | > + 
puniſhments, but makes them wholly fates ae 
deſigned for the publick advantage. For rzebitur ; 
the Laws in puniſhment do not look back- et ., 
ward but forward ; for as * Plato faith, No nemo pru- 
wiſe man ever puniſhed, meerly becauſe men _ mo. 
had offended, but left they ſhould : For anne fed 
| paſt things cannot be recalled, but future Sn-delra, 


ne peccetur. 


I. .1::C. 16. 
prevented. So to the fame purpoſe is £48. de 


[the ſaying of Ladantius, produced by ,, . 
Grotius, Surgimus ad vindiiiam, non quia 
lzfi ſumus, ſed ut diſciplina ſervetur, mo- 

res corrigantur, licentia comprimatur : hc 

et Ira juſta. To which Cre/ius anſwers, c,s.s. ſc. 
That this ſignifies nothing, unleſs it can be 13: 
proved, that no man may juſtly puniſh ano« 


ther, merely becauſe he is wronged. It he 
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means of the right to puniſh, we deny 
not that to be, becauſe the perſon is 
wronged ; but it he underſtands it of 
the deſign and end of puniſhment, then 
we deny, that it is an allowable end of 
(puniſhments, any further than it can 
come under the notion of reſtitution, of 
which we have ſpoken already. When 


a 
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a Maſter (which is the inſtance he prof 


duceth') paniſheth his ſervants becauſe the « 
have diſobeyed him: The reaſon of thy , 
puniſhment, is not the bare difobediengyl 1, 
but the injury which comes to him by £. 
it ; the reparation of which he ſeeks by ;. 
puniſhment, either as to his authority #, 
fecurity or profit. But he adds, Thalff ,+ 
where puniſhment is deſigned, for preſe re 
vation of diſcipline, and amendment if ;; 
manners, and keeping perſons in ordalff 41 
(which are the ends mentioned by Lt ;, 
ftantius) it is where the interelt of thifl ,, 
perſons lies, in the preſervation of theſill ,, 
and is therefore offended at the neglet  ; 
them. To which | anſwer, That the uf 5; 
tereſt of ſuch a one, is not barely thi t 
intereſt of an offended party, as ſud - 


but the intereſt of a Governour ; and nfl er 
body denies, but ſuch a one may be alf c« 


offended party : but the queſtion A þe 
Whether the deſign of puniſhment I be 
meerly to ſatisfie him as the oftended pat lic 
ty, or to anſwer the ends of Govern x 
ment? For Crellias hath already told ui g 
what it is to ſatisfie one as an offend », 
party, that is, to eaſe himſelf by tiff le 
puniſhment of others; but what ever ay 
deſigned for the great ends of Govenlf in 
ment, 1s not ta be conſidered under tiuff| 01 


not100 
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notion, although the Governour may be 
juſtly offended at the neglect of them. 
And there is this conſiderable difference 
berween the puniſhment made to an of- 
fended party, as ſuch, and that which 
is for the ends of Government ; that the 
former is a ſatisfaQion to Anger, and 
| the latter to Laws and the publick inte- 
reſt. For Crell;us diſputes much for the 


- Pro 
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tence 
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ority 


* injury, he never makes unlawful, but in 
® caſe that it be prohibited us by one, whoſe 
| power is above our own : nay he makes it 
otherwiſe the primary end of puniſhment. 
So that anger is the main thing upon 
theſe terms to be reſpeted in puniſh- 
ment : but where it is deſigned for the 
ends before-mentioned, there is no ne- 
ceſſity of any ſuch paſſion as anger to 
be ſatisfied, the ends of puniſhment may 


lick puniſhment, according to Sexeca 
nn ira ſed ratio eft, is no effett of an- 
ger, but reaſon ; for, ſaith he, nthil mz- 
nu quam iraſci punientem decet : nothing 
leſs becomes one that puniſheth, than 
anger doth; for all puniſhments be- 
| ing conſidered as Medicines, no man 
us ought to give Phyſick in anger, or to 
let 
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E right of Anger in exacting puniſhments ; cap.2.ſe#. 
E the ſatisfaftion of which, in caſe of real 1-2: 143: 


be attained wholly without it : And pub- ge. d ire. 
OO 15. 
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Jet himſelf blood in a fury : 4 Magiſtrat 
C:ap. 16. faith he, when he goes to puniſh, ought | 
appear only wultu legis que non iraſcity 
ſed conftituit, with the countenance « 
the Law, which appoints puniſhment 
without paſion : The reaſon of whid 
1s, becauſe the Law aims not primaril 
at the evil of the man that ſuffers pt 
niſhment, bur at the good which come 
to the publick by ſuch ſufferings. Fo 
rhe firſt deſign of the Law was to pn 
vent any evil being done, and puniſl 
ment coming in by way of Sanction t 
the force of the Law, muſt have th 
lame primary end which the Law it 
had ; which is not to fatisfie barely ti 
offended party for the breach, any fut 
ther than that ſatisfaction tends to tit 
ſecurity of the Law, and preventing ti 
violation of it for the future. The (ul 
{tance of what I have ſaid upon this ſul 
ject, may be thus briefly comprize 
That antecedently to Laws, the offends 
party hath right ro no more than ban 
reparation of the damage ſuſtained If 
the injury ; that the proper notion © 
puniſhment is conſequent ro Laws, al 
the inflicting of it is an act of Gove 
ment, which is not defigned for me 
GtisfaRtion of the anger of the injurt 
perſon} 


of CHRIST. 


fra perſon, but for the publick good, which 
lies in preſerving the authority of the 
Laws, the preventing all injuries by the 
1ce @ ſecurity of mens juſt rights, and the vin- 
neil dication of the dignity and honour of 
him, who is to take care of the publick 
good. For theſe Cre//ius himſelf acknow- 
ledgeth, to be zhe juſt ends of puniſhments, 
-omel only he would have the fatisfaction a 
& man takes in anothers evil, to come in 
| the firſt place ; wherein how Es 
111" much he is miſtaken, ] hope Wh (ſe. folatioGs ſe 
jonl we havealready manifeſted. 710197) 204i puſine bom 


Fs ac aignitatis, per injlie 


E Becauſe the proper nature 7am widate, & aliqua 


ve tl ; . ratione imminuta vyindicie 
it of puniſhment depending afſertioque jurts noſtri. 
ly thy PN Laws, theLawsdo not Crel. cap. 2 {e&t.28. p.191. 


Eprimarily defign the bene- 

to tft of private perſons (ſuppoſing that 

were fo) but the advantage of that 
Ecommunity which they are made for. 

is ſill 1% And 1n thoſe caſes wherein the The Inte. 
Magiſtrate doth right to particular per- = of the 
T.ndeJi0ns in the puniſhment of thoſe who nn" 
- kalave injured them, he doth it not as ta- men di- 
<4 I*i0g their perſon upon him, for he aims _ 
ior @®* ther things than they do; they look of private 
{ata bare compenſation for the injury re- P*fons. 


/S, All . : . 
overt ved ; but the Magiſtrate at the ill con- 
-» meaEquence the impunity of injuries may 


be of to the publick: they, it may be ar 


1nure 
} the 


perlong 
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the ſatisfaction of their diſpleaſure ; but 

he at the ſatisfa&tion of the Laws ; theyſi 

at their own private damage ; he at thi 

violation of the publick peace, And fron 

hence among thoſe Natiors who value 

all crimes at a certain rate, in matters 

injury between man and man, the injy 

red perſon was not only to receive con 

penſation for his wrong ; but a conſide 

rable fine was to be paid to the Exche 

quer for the violation of the publick 

De morib. peace, Thus Tacitus obſerves among 

CAO the old Germans, Grotius of the o]d Goff 
Grot.deleg. thick Laws,and irom them (as moſt of ou 
_— modern Laws and Cuſtoms are derived) 

hiſt <.., Lindenbrogius of the Salick, Alemannich, 

p 67. Lin- Lombardick, Spelman of the Saxon, whi 

_ teils us incaſe of murder there were thre 

Cod. Leg. Pay ments, one to the Kindred, which ws 

m9. v. called Megbote ; the ſecond to the Lord 
Spelman, Called Manbote, the third to the Xing, ca 

Glfſ. v. led Freda, from the German Frid, whicl 

Fea. ſignifies peace, it being the conſideratiol 

3 

paid to the King for the breach of tht 

publick peace. Azd thi, faith he, in dl 

adlions, was anciently paid to the Kim 

becauſe the peace was ſuppoſed to be bro 

ken, not by meer force, but by any injuries 

and if the attion was unjuſt, the Plait 

tiff paid tt : zf juſt, the defendant. ay 

ti; - 
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- buf che meaſure of it, ſaith Bignonzus, was the 
theyÞ renth part of the value of the thing as Bignon.me. 
it thelfl eſtimated by Law which by the Cuſtoms #* Mecert: 
fronffl of the ancient Romans was depoſited at «of pony 
alugff the commencing of a ſuit by both, and 
ers off only taken up again by him who over- 
inj_ſff came ; and was by them called Sacra- 
comll mentum, as YVarro tells us. And the fame Yarro 4: 
fide cuſtom was obſerved among the Greeks $5 
xcheltl too, as appears by Fulius Pollux, who 54. pul- 
blickff tells us 1t was called Tegx47250anamong «x. 1.8. 
mongſſl them, arid in publick actions was the 
d Golf fifth part, in private the tenth. Bur that 
of ouſf which was paid to the publick in caſe 
ivedls of murder, was among the Greeks called 
nicht 7227, the ſame with pena, for Heſychius 
wh tells us that is zv1ixling 1 \aP ©3vs LY 
threffl win, and to the fame purpoſe the Scho- 
Þh wlf liaſt on ZZomer on thoſe words, 7/zad. 1. 
Lordffl vez mann; Ade; amoptiums, by which 
7, calf the Original of the name pena, comes 
v hich from a payment mage to the publick, ac- 
rationfl cording to that known rule, zntere/t reip. 
of tht delifta punzrz, that perſons may fee how 
in of much the publick fatety 1s concerned, 
Kim fbat crimes be puniſhed. From which 
e brofy 3nd many other things which might be 
aries infiſted on, Cre//zus his Hypothenis will 
Plain appear to be falſe, viz. that when the Ma- 
Andlfl grate doth judge in the affairs of parti- 
01) | EEE, E cular 
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cular men, he doth it only as aſſuming the 
perſon of thoſe men ; whereas it appear 
trom the reaſon of the thing, and thi 
Cuſtom of Nations, that the intereſt of 
rhe Magiſtrate is conſidered as diſting 
from that of private perſons, when he 
doth moſt appear in vindication of in| 
juries, But all this is managed with are| 
ſpect to the grand hypotheſis, vzz. that 
the right of puniſhing doth belong onljj 
to the ofiended party asſuch,that the puit 
niſhment is of the nature of debts, andi 
the ſatisfaCtion by compenſation to th 
anger of him who is offended. Th 
fallity of which this diſcourſe was de 
ſigned to diſcover. 

Having thus conſidered the nature 0 
puniſhments among men, we come mor 
cloſely to our matter, by examining 
how far this will hold in the puniſh 
ments which God inflits on the account 
of fin. For which two things mult Ik 
enquired into, 1. In what ſenſe we at 
tribute anger toGod. 2. What are ti 
great ends of thoſe puniſhments God un 


Of the na- fi;ts on men on the account of fin. 


ture of 
Anger 1n 
God; the 
fatisfa&ti- 
on to be 
madeto it. 


X. For the firſt, though our Advet 
ſaries are very unwilling to allow tit 
term of punitive juſtice, yet they col 
tend for a punitive anger in God, andſ8 ; 

tha 
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| that in the worſt ſenſe as it is .appetitus 
| oinditz: for after Cre//ius hath con- Crell. cap. 
tended that this is the proper notion of /#: '- 
anger in general ; neither ought any one ;. 157. 
to ſay, he adds, that anger as other paſ- 
| fions is attributed improperly to God ; for 
| ſetting aſide the imperfeitions, which thoſe 
paſſions are ſubject to in us, all the reFF is 
| zo be attributed to him, taking away then 
8 that perturbation, and pain, and grief we 
| fnd in our ſelves in anger, to which the 
E abhorrency of fin anſwers inGod, all the reſt 
8 doth agree to him. 1] would he had a lit- 
* tle more plainly told us what he means 
| by al the ref?, but we are to gueſs at 
his meaning by what weat before, where 
he allows of Cicero, and Ariſtotle's defi- G7 A 
| nition of Anger, whereof the one is, that ,1p. Rier. 
it is /zbido, or (as Crel/ius would rather /. 2. e. 2- 
have it,) cupiditas puniendi, the other 
beers pela Non muwe ja, RC. and him- 
ſelt calls it pzne appetitio, and in ano- 
| ther place,that it may be as properly defi= 
| ned cupiditas vindifte, as cupiditas prne 
| or affettus vindicandi, as well as punzends: Crell. c. 5. 
in all which places, he doth aflert ſuch __ 
| an anger in God as ſuppoſes ſuch a mo- 
{ tion, or deſire, or inclination to puniſh 
{ fin when it is committed, as there is 
| In us when an injury is done us, on- 
W) ly 
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ly the perturbation and pain excluded, 
But he hath not thought fit to explainſ 
how ſu.h new motions or inclinations 
in the divine nature every time fin is 
committed, are conſiſtent with the im- 
mutability and perfe&tion of it ; nor 
what ſuch a kind of deſire to punith in 
God imports, whether a meer incline 
tion without the effect, or an inclination 
with the effe& following: if without th 
effect, then either becauſe the fin wa 
not great enough, or God's honour wa 
not concerned to do it, and in this ca} 
the ſame reaſons which make the effed 
not to follow, make the deſire of it in| 
conſiſtent with the divine wiſdom and 
perfection: or elſe becauſe the eftect iſ 
hindred by the repentance of the perſon 
or ſome other way which may make 
not neceſſary to do it ; then upon thei 
ſame reaſon the effect is ſuſpended, thi 
inclination to do it ſhould be ſo too ; for 
that muſt te ſuppoſed to be governet 
by an eternal reaſon and counſel as wel 
as his actions; unleſs ſome natural pat 
fions in God be ſuppoſed antecedent tif 
his own wiſdom and counſel, which 
derogatory to the infinite perfection df 
God, ſince thoſe are judged imperfediFj 
ons 1n our felyes: it it be taken | 


- 


of CHRIST. 
ded. with the effet following it, then God 


lain | can never be ſaid to be angry but when 
108 he doth puniſh, whereas his wrath is ſaid 
NY 7 be kindled in Scripture, where the ef- 
ys fe hath not followed ; which if it im- 
nay plies any more than the high provoca- 
h inſt ©: | | 

> "tion of God to puniſh (as I ſuppoſe it 
nes doth not) then this inclination to punith 
whe | is to be conceived diſtin from the et- 
FW £4 following it. But that conception 
ol y of anger in God ſeems moſt agreeable to 


E the divine nature, as well as to the Scrz- 
# ptures, which makes it either zhe puniſh- 


| ledges it is often taken fo; or God's 
declaration of his will to puniſh, which is 
| called the revelation of the wrath of God 
againFt all unrighteouſneſs of men, God 
| thereby diſcovering the juſt diſpleaſure 
| he hath againſt ſin ; or the great prove- 
| cation of God to puniſh, by the tins of 
E men; as when his wrath 1s ſaid, to be 
kindled, &c. By this ſenſe we may ea- 
| fily reconcile all that rhe Scripture faith 
_ concerning thewrazth of God; we make it 
Z agreeable to infinite perfeftion, we make 
& no ſuch alterationsin God, as the appea- 
| ling of his anger muſt imply, if thar 

| imply any kind of commotion in him. 
8 And thus the grand difficulty of Crellius 
witl a E 3 appears 
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vera Relige 


(. 1. 6. 30. 


54 


Crell. cap. 
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pears to be none at all, againſt all thoſe 
paſſages of Scripture which ſpeak of ap.}# cat 
peafing God, of atonement, and reconci. Ati 
liation, viz. that if they prove ſatisfadti# me 
on, they muſt prove that God being attualy 
angry with mankind before the ſuffering 
of his Son, he mu$# be preſently appeaſed 
upon his undergoing them. For no mon} 
need to be ſaid, than that God being 
juſtly provoked to puniſh the fins « 
mankind, was pleaſed to accept of thil 
ſufferings of his Son, as a ſufficient fo 
crifice of Atonement for the ſins of thi 
world, on conſideration of which ht 
was pleaſed to offer thoſe terms of parſ 
don, which upon mens performance 0 
the conditions required on their part 
ſhall be ſufficient to. diſcharge then 
from that obligation to puniſhment 
which they were under by their ſins 
And what abſurdity,or incongruity then 
Sin this to any principle of reaſon] 
cannot imagine. But our Adverſari 
firſt make opinions for us, and then ſhevſ 
they are unreaſonable. They firſt ſup 
poſe that anger in God is to be conſider 
ed as a paſſion, and that paſſion a defiti8 
of revenge for fatisfaction of it ; an} 
thea tell us, that if we do not provz, 
that this defire of revenge can be fativl ® 
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| fied by the ſufferings of Chriſt, then we 


Þ can never prove the doQrine of fatisfa- 


Aion to be true; whereas we do not 


@ mean by God's anger any ſuch paſſion, 


but the juſt declaration of God's will to 


Z puniſh upon or” provocation of hum by 


our ſins; we do not make the deſign of 


8 fatisfaction to be, that God may pleaſe 


nimſelf in the revenging the fins of the 
guilty upon the molt innocent perſon ; 
becauſe we make the deſign of puniſh- 


K ment, not to be the fatisfa&tion of an- 
| ger as 2 deſire of revenge, but to be the 
| vindication of the honour and rights of 
& the injured perſon, by ſuch a way as him- 
& elf ſhall judge moſt fatisfaftory to the 
| ends of his Government. 

Xl. (z.) Which 15 the next thing we Of the 
are to clear: For which end we {hall 
make uſe of the Conceſſion of Crellius, puniſh- 
That God hath prefixed ſome ends to him- 
ſelf in the Government of mankind ; which .g. 1g. 
being ſuppoſed, it is neceſſary, that impe- 2-129. 


nitent fiuners ſhould be puniſhed. What 


| theſe ends of God are, he before tells 
F& us, when he enquires into the ends of 
Z Divine puniſhments, which he makes to 
be, ſecurity for the future, by mens avoid p, rg. 


ing fins, and a kind wSou4z, or pleaſure 


wh which God takes in the deſtruition of his 


E 4 implaca- 
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implacable enemies, and the aſſerting and 
wvindicating his own right by puniſhing, and 
(hewing men thereby, with what care andfl do 
fear they ought to ſerve him; and ſo at mt 
tains the ends of puniſhment propoſed by bu 
Lactantius, aud manifeſtation of the Di cif 
vine Honour and Majeſty, which hath been 1h 
violated by the fins of men. All theſe weft th 
accept of, with this caution, That the de ſel 
light which God takes in the puniſhing er 
his implacable enemies, be not under. hi 
ſtood of any pleaſure in their miſery, al uſ 
ſuch, by way of mcer revenge ; but x m 
it tends to the vindication of his Right v: 


and Honour, and Majeſty ; which is aj w 
end ſuitable to the Divine Nature : bu th 
the other cannot in it elf have rhe} iN 


notion of an end; for an end doth ſup c: 


roſe ſomething defirable for it ſelf; ec 
which ſurely rhe miſeries of others can #4 
not have to us, much lefs to the Divine m 
Nature. And that place which Cre/iwſ ti 
inſiſts on to prove the contrary, Deur.28Þ h 


63. The Lord will rejoyce over you, to deſfl # 
{troy you 5 imports no more, than the fs 


tisfaction God takes in the execurion of t 
his Juitice, when it makes moſt for his hoſt & 
nour, as certainly it doth inthe puniſh h 


ment of his greateſt enemies. And this 1 
to be underſtood in a ſenſe agreeable a | t 


b 
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thoſe other places, where God is faid wo? 


to delight in the death of finners ; which Ezck. 18. 
doth not (as Crellzus would have it) Fig 
meerly expreſs God's benignity and mercy, © 
but ſuch an agreeableneſs of the ex r- 

ciſe of thoſe attributes to God's nature, 

that he neither doth nor can delight in 

the miſeries of his creatures in them- 

ſelves, but as they are ſubſervient to the 

ends of his Government, and yet ſuch is 


| his kindneſs in that reſpe too, that he 
| uſeth all means agreeable thereto, to 
| make them avoid being miſerable, to ad- 
| vance his own glory. And I cannot but Ge de ſa- 


wonder that Grotzus, who had aſſerted "9 oa 
ſhould in his Books De Fare bell; ac pa- Ow 4 for 
cis, aflert, That when God puniſheth wick- 


[ 2.6, 20, 


ed men, he doth it for no other end but ſe8. 4. 


makes uſe of no other arguments, than 
thoſe which Cre/lius had objeRed againſt 


| him ; viz. The delight God takes in pu- 


niſhing, and the judgments of the life to 
come, when no amendment can be expetted ; 
the former hath been already anſwered, 
the latter is objeted by Cre/zus againſt 
him, when he makes the ends of puniſh- 
ment, merely to reſpet the communi- 
ty, which caunot be aſſerted of the puniſh- 


meats 
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ments of another Life, which muſt 
chiefly reſpe& the vindication of God 
elory, in the puniſhment of unreclaim.| 


able ſinners. And this we do not deny 
to be a juſt puniſhment, fince our ad. 
verſaries: themſelves, as well as we, 


make it neceſſary. But we are not toi 
underſtand, that the end of Divine pu-| 
niſhments doth {o reſpect the communy 


ty, as though God himſelf were to be 


excluded out of it; for we are fo to un-| 
derſtand it, as made up of God as thei 
Governour, and mankind as the perſons| 
governed, whatever then tends to thei 
vindication of the rights of God's Hoi 


nour and Sovereignty, tends to the good 
of the whole, becauſe the manifeſtation 
of that end 1s ſo great an end of the 
whole. 


The ends MXII. But withal, though we aſſert inf 
ot Dirine the life to come, the ends of puniſhment 


puni 

ments dif. Not to be the reclaiming of ſinners, who 

ferent in had never undergone them, unleſs they 

this and 

'he farvre nad been unreclaimable; yet a vaſt diff 

ate. rence muſt be made between the ends of 
puniſhments in that, and in this preſent 


ſtate.For the other 15 theReſerve, when no 


thing elſe will do, and therefore was nat 
primarily intended ; but the proper ends 


of puniſhment, as a part of Government, 


are 


of CHRIST. 


are to be taken from the deiign of them 
\ in this life. And here we aſlert, that 
im-K God's end in puniſhing, is the advancing 
his Honour, not by the meer miſeries of 
his creatures, but that men by behold- 
| ing his ſeverity againſt fin, ſhould break 
| off the practice of it, that they may e- 
-K ſcape the puniſhments of the future ſiate. 
»& So that the ends of puniſhment here, are 
quite of another kind, from thoſe of ano- 
© ther life ; for thoſe are inflicted, becauſe 
| perſons have been unreclaimable by ei- 
, ther the mercies or puniſhments of this 
E life ; but theſe are intended, that men 
| ſhould ſo far take notice of this ſeverity 
of God, as to avoid the fins which will 
expoſe them to the wrath to come. And 
from hence it follows, That whatſoever 
ſufferings do anſwer all theſe ends of 
rt 0 Divine puniſhments, and are inflicted on 
ment] the account of fin, have the proper no- 
who tion of puniſhments in them, and God 
they may accept of the undergoing them as 
difie 8 a full at7sfation to his Law, it they be 
ds off fuch as tend to break men off from fin, 
eſentÞ and atſert God's right, and vindicate his 
nn} Honour to the world ; which are the ends 
$5 not aſſigned by Cre/zus, and will be of great 
ens conſequence to us in the following Dit- 
nent, | courle, 


CHAP, 
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C H A P. II. 


I. The particular ſtate of the Controver.| 
fie, conceruing the ſufferings of Chriſt. 
The Conceſſions of our Adverſarie 
Il. The debate reduced to two heads 
The fir$ concerning Christ s ſufferings 
being a puniſhment for fin, entred upon 
Ta what ſenſe Crellius acknowledgeth the 
fins of men, to have been the impulſiuÞ 
cauſe of the death of Chriſt. II. Thi 
ſufferings of Chriſt proved to be a pu 
niſhment, from Scripture, The impor 
tance of the phraſe of bearing fin 
IV. Of the Scape-Goats bearing the fi 
of the people into the Wilderneſs} 
V. Grotius his ſenſe of x Pet. 2. 248 
vindicated againſt Crellius and himſelf 
"Avzpuocw never uſed for the taking ul 
way a thing by the deſtruftion of it 
VI, Crelliusbis ſenſe examined. VIII 
53. 11. vindicated. The argument fron ** 
Matt. 8. 17, anſwered. Grotius conf kl 
ſtant to himſelf in his notes on that plac © 
VII. Ifa. 53. 5,6, 7. cleared. IX. Wht ® 
ther Chriſt's death be a proper «og 
Scry mc, and whether that doth imply 
that it was a puniſhment of (in > 
jel 
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far the puniſhments of Children for their 


Fathers faults, are exemplary among 
men. The diſtin{tion of calamities aud 
puniſhments, holds not here. X. That 
God's hatred of fin could not be ſeen in 
the ſufferings of Chriſt, unleſs they were 
a puniſhment of ſin, proved again(t Crel- 
lius. XI. Grotius his Arguments from 
Chrift being made fin and a curſe for 
us, defended. The liberty our Adver- 
ſaries take in changing the ſenſe of 


Words. XII. The particles 92, IS 


a5, being joyned to fins and relating 
to ſufferings do imply thoſe ſufferings 
to be a puniſhment for fin. According 
to therr way of interpreting Scripture, 
it had been impoſſible for our doftrine 
to be clearly expreſſed therein. 


Ml 1. HESE things being thus far 
[| cleared concerning the na- 


tureand ends of puniſhments, 
and how far they are of the 


| nature of debts, and conſequently what 
| kind of ſatisfaction is due for 'them, the of Chriſt 

reſolution of the grand 
| nivg the ſufferings of Chriſt will appear 
| much more eafie ; but that we may pro- 
| ceed with all pollible clearneſs in a de- 
| bate of this conſequence, we mult yet a 
little. 


Queſtion concer- 
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little more narrowly examine the diff bu 
rence between our Adverſaries and us it tht 
this matter ; for their conceſſions are iff th: 


terms ſometimes fo fair, as though tht fie 


ditterence were meerly about words with to 
out any conſiderable difference in thi 4: 
thing it ſelf. If we charge them witli of 
denying fatisfaftion, Cre/ius anſwers uy 3N 
the name of them, that we do it unjuf M 
ly; for they do acknowledge a ſatisft of 
ion worthy of God, and agreeable to thi Cl 
Scriptures. If we charge them with del * 
nying that our ſalvation ts obtained bit pl 


the death of Chriſt, they aſſert the coi 
trary, as appears by the fame Authod #* 
Nay, Ruarus attributes merit to the deatify V+ 
of Chriſt too. They acknowledge 
that Chriſt died for us, nay, that then bl 
was a commutation between Chrift and uf "© 
both of one perſon for another, and of tle 
price for a perſon - and that the death i > 
Chriſt may be ſaid to move God to redeemuſ 
they acknowledge reconciliation, and ex 
piation of fins to be by the death of Chrillf © 
Nay, they aflert, that Chriſt's death wa do 
by reaſon of our fins, and that God defi 
ed by that to ſhew his ſeverity againſt 
And what could we deſire more, if the 
meant the ſame thing by theſe wore 
which we do? They atlert a ſatisfaftim 
buy 
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-T. but it is ſuch a one as 1s meerly fulfilling 
the defire of another ; 1n which ſenſe all 
that obey God may be faid to fatis- 

I fie him. They attribute our falvation 

-1@ to the death of Chriſt, but only as a con- 
dition intervening, upon the performance 
of which the Covenant was confirmed, 

"'@ and himſelf taken into Glory, that he 
| might free men from the puniſhment 
of their ſins. They attribute merit to 
Chriſt's death but in the ſame ſenſe that 

I we may merit too, when we do what is 
Z pleaſing to God. They acknowledge, 
8 that Chriſt died for us, but not in our 
& /ead, but for our advantage ; that there 
was a commutation; but not ſuch a one, 

as that the Son of God did lay down his 
blood as a proper price in order to our 
redemption as the purchaſe of it ; when 
they ſpeak of a moving cauſe, they tell 

© us, they mean no more than zhe perfor- 
mance of any condition may be laid to 
move, or as our prayers and repentance 

do. The reconciliation they ſpeak of, 

# doth not at all reſpe&t God but ws ; they 
alert an expiation of fins conſequent up- 

on the death of Chriſt, but not depen- 
ding upon it any otherwiſe, than asa cox- 

d dition neceſſary for his admiſſion to the 
nj ®flice of a High Prieſt in Heaven, there 
| tO 
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to expiate our ſins by his power, and not 
by his blood ; but they utterly deny, that 
the death of Chriſt is to be conſidered 
asa proper expiatory ſacrifice for fin ; 0 
that it tiath any further influence upog 
it, than as it 1s conſidered as a means of 
the confirmation of the truth of his Do- 
rine, and particularly the promiſe of 
remiſſion of fins, on which, and not on 
thedeath of Chriſt they ſay our remillion 
depends; but ſo far as the death of Chrill 
may be an argument to us to believe hw 
DoEtrine, and that faith may incline 2; 
us to obedience, and that obedience bs 
ing the condition in order to pardon, af 
ſo many removes they make the deati 

of Chriſt ro have influence on the rem 

ſion of our ſins. They atlert, that-Gul 
took occaſion by the fins of men to 0x 
erciſe an att of dominion upon Chriſt in hi 
ſufferings, and that the ſufferings of ChrilY 
were intended for the taking away th 
{ins of men ; but they utterly deny, thi 
the ſufferings of Chriſt were to be conſid 
red as a puniſhment for fin ; or that Chril 
did ſuffer in our place and ſtead; nay ,thef 
contend with great vehemency, zhat 1 
7s wholly inconſiſtent with the juſtice of 60 
to make one mans fins the meritorious cai|t 
of anothers puniſhment ; eſpecially one __ 
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ly innocent, and ſo that the guilty ſhall be 
El freed on the account of his ſufferings. Thus 
cred [ have endeavoured to give the true ſtate 
'3 OE of the controverſie with all clearneſs and 
upon brevity. And the ſubſtance of it will 
1S off be reduced to theſe two debates. 
 Dofl x. Whether the ſufferings of Chriſt in 
fe of general are to be conſidered as a puniſh- 
2t on ment of fin, or as a meer att of dominion? 
(Ton 2. Whether the death of Chriſt in 
-ril particular were a proper expiatory ſacri- 
vw fce for fin, or only an antecedent condi- 
clin :50z to his exerciſe of the Office of Prieſt 
ce bel hood in Heaven ? | 
n, aW 1T. (r.) Whether the ſufferings of 
deatifſf Chriſt in general are to be conſidered 
emit as a puniſhment of ſin, or asa meer at 
t- Gol of dominion 2 for that it muſt be one 
0 exWor the other of theſe two, cannot be de- 
WE nied by our Adverſfaries; for the inflict- 
ChrifW ing thoſe ſufferings upon Chriſt, muſt 
7y zi cither proceed from an antecedent meri- 
i torious cauſe, or not. If they do, they 
are then puniſhments ; if not, they are 
ChrifſW meer exerciſes of power and dominion ; 
El whatever ends they are intended for, and 
hat i whatever recompence be made for them. 
of Gui So Cre/:us aſſerts, that God as abſolute 
5 cauſtſh Lord of all, had a right of abſolute domi- 
e who 1201 upon the life and body of C "Oy and 
F Froeres 
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therefore might juſtly deliver him up ts 
death, and give his body to the Croſs; ani 
although Chriſt by the ordinary force of th 
Law of Moles, had a right to eſcape ji 
painful and accurſed a death, yet God byth 
right of dominion had the power of diſp 
falof him, becauſe he intended to compey 
fate bis torments with a reward infinite 
greater than they were: but becauſe | 
ſaith, for great ends the conſent of Chri 
was neceſſary, therefore God did not u 
his utmoſt dominioa in delivering him 
by force as he might have done, but | 
dealt with him by way of command, a 
rewards propoſed for obedience, and 
this fence he did aft as a righteous Goy 
nour, aud indulgent Father, who encouri 
ged his Son to undergo hard, but gr 
things. In which we ſee that he make 
the ſufferings of Chriſt an a& of me 
dominion in God, without any anteceda 
cauſe as the reaſon of them ; only hequ 
lifies this at of dominion with the pri 
poſal of a reward for it. But we ml 
yet further enquire into their meanigf 
tor though here Crellzus attribures i 
ſufferings of Chriſt meerly to God's d 
minion, Without any reſpect to ſin, Vt 
elſewhere he will allow a reſpe&. thi 
was had to fin antecedently to the fu 
feriny 
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ferings of Chriſt, and that the ſins of ce1. cop. 
men were the impulſive cauſe of them. ': {c#. 7. 

® And although Sociwus in one place utter- de Chrifte 

ly denies any lawful antecedent cauſe of the ſervas.1.z. 
death of Chriſt, beſides the will of God C07 _ 
[Poll and Chriſt, yet Crellius in his Vindication 1. ſes. i6. 
faith, by Jawful cauſe, he meant meritori- $9. 1.2. 
tell ous, or ſuch upon ſuppofirion of which © © 

W he ought to die ; for elſewhere he makes 
Chriſt to die for the cauſe, or by the occa- 
fron of our fins ; which 1s the ſame that 
Crellias means by an zmpulfrve, or pro- 

8 catortick cauſe. Which he thus explains, cn ;. +. 
we are now to ſuppoſe a decree of God not ſet. 11. 
only to give ſalvation to Mankind, but to 

l oive us a firm hope of it in this preſent 

W/ate, now our fins by deſerving eternal pu- 
niſhment, do hinder the effeft of that decree 

Wl 401 us,and therefore they were an impulſrue 

mee cauſe of the death of Chriſt, by which it was 

W efedted, that this decree ſhould obtain not- 

8 with/tanding our fins. But we are not to un- 

derſtaud as tho this were done by any expya- 

ul Hon of the guzlt of fin by the death of Chriſt; 

100 but this effett is hindred by three things,by 

8 tak ing away ther fins, by aſſuring men that 

their former fins, and preſent infirmities 

upon their fincere obedience ſhall not be im- 

Wlputed to them, and that the effedt of that 

decree (ball obtain, all which, faith he, 7s 

| F 2 effefted 
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effefted morte Chriſti interveniente, th 
death of Chriſt intervening, but not as th 


procuring cauſe. So that after all thefſſ" 


words he means no more by making oy 
ſins an impulſive cauſe of the death y 
Chriſt, but that the death of Chriſt wy 
an argument to confirm to us the trut 
of his Doctrine, which do&trine of hi 
doth give us aſſurance of theſe thing 
and that our ſins when they are faidtol 
the impulfrve cauſe, are not to be con, 
dered with a reſpect to their guilt, but 
that d7/truſt of God which our ſins dorall 
in us ; which diſtruſt is in truth accq 
ding to this ſenſe of Crelius the impuljn 
cauſe, and not the fans which were th: 
cauſe or occaſion of it. For that was 
which the doAtrine was deſigned to n 
move, and our fins only as the cauſes( 
that. But if it be faid, that he ſped 
not only of the diſtrust, but of the punij 
ment of fin as an impediment which mi 
beremoved too, and therefore may becd 
led an impul{rve cauſe, we are to conſid 
that the removal of this is not attributt 
to the death of Chriſt, but to the leavit 
of our {ins by the belief of his DoAtint 
therefore the puniſhment of our ſins cal 
not, unleſsin a very remote ſenſe, be fat 
to be an 7mpulfve cauſe of that, whil 


Ui 
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for all that we can obſerve by Crellius, 
might as well have been done without it : 

"S if any other way could be thought ſuffi- 
S cient to confirm his DoQrine, and Chriſt, 
E without dying, might have had power 
Sto fave all them that obey him. But we 
S underſtand not an impulſive cauſe in fo 
remote a ſenſe, as though our ſins were 
a meer occaſion of Chriſts dying, becauſe 
the death of Chriſt was one argument a» 
mong many others to believe his Do- 
Marine, the belief of which would make 
Wmen leave their fins; but we contend 
for a nearer and more proper ſenſe, vzz. 
What the death of Chriſt was primarily 
*Wintended for the expzatzon of our /ins, with 
Wa reſpe&t to God and not to us, and there- 
Wiore our ſins as an 7mpulſrve cauſe are to 
Wbe conſidered as they are ſo difpleaſing 
"Wto God, that it was neceſlary for the 
KEVindication of God's Honour, and the 
Wdcterring the world from ſin, that no 
Wlcts a Sacrifice of Atonemeat ſhould be 
offered, than the blood of the Son of 
"©God. So that we underſtand an impul- 
'"Y/ive cauſe here in the ſenſe, that the ſins 
Wot the people were, under the Law, the 
cauſe of the offering up thoſe Sacrifices, 
"L Which were appointed for the expiation 
of them. And as in thoſe Sacrifices 

| F 3 there 
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there were two things to be conſidere 
viz. the mactation, and the oblation « 
them, the former as a puniſhment by, 
ſubſtitution of them in place of the pe 
ſons who had offended; the latter as th 
proper Sacrifice of Atonement, althoug 
the macation it ſelf, conſidered with th 
deſign of it, was a Sacrificial aCt too: $ 
we conſider the ſufferings of Chriſt wit 
a two-fold reſpe&, either as to our fin 
as the impulſive cauſe of them, {ſo thy 
are to be conſidered as a puniſhment, 
as zo Ged, with a defign to expiate tl 
guilt of them, ſo they are a Sacrzficet 
Atonement. The firſt conſideration | 
that we are now upon, andupon whi 
the preſent debatedepends, for if thei 
ferings of Chriſt be to be taken und 
the notion of puni/hment, then our Ai 
verſaries grant, that our ſins muſt be 
impulſive cauſe of them in another ſel 
than they underſtand it. For the cle 
ing of this, I ſhall prove theſe t 
things. x 
1. That no other ſenſe ought tot 
admitted of the places of Scripture whi 
ſpeak of the ſufferings of Chriſt witk 
reſpet to ſin, but this. 

2. That this Account of the ſufferin 
of Chriſt, is no ways repugnant to t 
Juſtice of God, IL Th 


ered, 
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[!T. That no other ſenſe ought to be The ſuf. 
2dmittedof the placesof Scripture,which frings of 
ſpeak of the ſufferings of Chriſt with a wo ta 
reſpect to our fins, but that they are to be a pu- 
be conſidered as a puniſhment for them. OT 
Such are thoſe which ſpeak of Chriſt pure. 
bearing our fins, of our iniquities being ; : Toh h 
laid upon him, of his making himſelf an OK + 
offering for fin, and being made fin and a 10, 
curſe for us, and of his dying for our ſins. hy 4 
All which I ſhall fo far conſider, as to 13. Rom. 
vindicate them from all the exceptions + 25: 
which Socznus and Cre//ius have offered 
againſt them. 

1. Thoſe which ſpeak of Chri/?'s bear- 
ing our fins. As to which we ſhall conſi- 
der, Firſt, The importance of the phraſe 
in general of bearing ſin, and then the 
circumſtances of the particular places in 
diſpute. For the importance of the phraſe, 

Socinus acknowledges, that 21 generally Swe. de ſer. 
ſignifies bearing the puniſhment of ſin in 7 , 
Scripture : but that ſometimes it ſignifies © 
taking away, The ſame is confelied by Crell. cap. 
Crellius, but he faith, it doth not always ' $32: 
fignifie bearing proper puniſhment, but it is 

enough (ſays he) that one bears ſomething 
burdenſome on the occaſion of others fins : 

and ſo Chriſt by undergoing his ſufferings 

by occaſion of fins, may be ſaid to bear our 
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14. 33. And your Children ſhall wander ivlff in! 
the Wilderneſs forty years, and bear you m 
whoredoms, until your carcaſſes be waſted tr: 
in the Wilderneſs. Whereby, ſaith he, fl be 
1s not meant that God would puniſh th 
Children of the Iſraclites, but that by th 
occaſion of their parents fins, they ſhoull 


undergo that trouble, in wandring in th 


Wilderneſs, and being deprived of the pop ot 
ſeſſion of the promiſed Land. But coullf p! 
Cre/ius think that any thing elie coull al 
have been imagined, (ſetting afide a to ft 
tal deliruction) a greater inſtance df k 
God's ſeverity, than that was to th w 
Children of 7ſrael ail their circumſtan Þ 
ces being conlidered? 1s it not ſaid, thaff Þ 
God did ſwear in bu wrath, they ſhoull ic 
not enter into his reſt? Surely then th h 
debarring them ſo long of that reſt, waſh w 
an inſtance of God's wrath, and ſo ac v 
cording to his own principles muſt hawffy {1 
ſomething of Yiudifa in it, and there n! 
fore be a proper puniſhment. The truilf} P 
is, our Adverſaries allow themſelves uw P! 
ſpeaking things moſt repugnant to Hwſſ| !!: 
mane Nature in this matter of puniſh} t< 
ments, that they may juſtifie their own 


hypotheſis. For a whole Nation to bt th 
for forty years debarred from the greatelf /# 
| bleſſing 
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bleſſings were ever promiſed them ; and 
inſtead of enjoying them, to endure the 
miſeries and hardſhips of forty years 
travels in a barren wilderneſs, muſt not 
be thought a puniſhment, and only be- 
cauſe occaſioned by their Parents fins. 
But whatever 1s inflicted on the account 
of ſin, and with a deſign to ſhew God's 
ſeverity againſt it, and thereby todeter 
others from the praGice of it, hath the 
proper notion of puniſhment in it ; and 

| all theſe things did concurr in this in- 
ſtance, beſides the general ſenſe of man- 

| kind in the matter of their puniſhment, 

| which was ſuch, that ſuppoſing them 
preſerved in their liberty , could not 
have been imagined greater. And there- 
tore Yatablus, whom Socznus and Crellius 
highly commend , thus renders thoſe peg;7m; 
words, dabunt pwnas pro fornicationibus & elegan- 
veſtris quibus defeciſtis a Deo veſt ro : they +. "bd 
ſhall ſuffer the puniſhment of your for- fer? ſoter. 
nications. And that bearing the ſins of ns. 
Parents doth imply properly bearing the G1; cap. 
puniſhment of them, methinks they 2. S-#.31. 
ſhould not fo earneſtly deny, who con- 
tend that to be the meaning of the 
words in Ezekiel, The Son ſhall not bear Ezek. 18, 
the inzquity of the Father; viz. that he ** 
ſal not bear the puniſhment of his Fathers 

| fins. 
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fins. Where in bearing iniquity with 
reſpet to their Parents fins, by they 
own confeſſion, muſt be taken for t} 
proper puniſhment ; for otherwiſe the 
Crell. cap. do not deny, but Children, notwith 
+ /#. 15: ſtanding that ſentence , may underg 
much affliction on the occaſion of they 
Parents fins. 
Of the IV. But Socznus further objets, tha 
__ bearing ſins doth not imply the puniſh 
bearing Of them, becauſe the Scape-Goat under th 
_ Law, is ſaid to bear upon him the iniqy 
people. Ties of the people, and yet could not þ 
ſaid to be puniſhed for them, To whid 


Scl®.2.64 Grotius anſwers, that Socinus takes 1 
eV. IO, 


22. Grot. 


de ſat. cop. Goat could not be ſaid to be puniſhed ff 
the fins of the people ; for puniſhment ing 
neral, may fall upon beaſts for the fingi 
men, Gen. 9. 5. Exod. 21. 28. Lev, 20.11 
Gen. 8. 21. and Socinus hath no cauſet 
ſay, that the Scape-Goat was not (lain 
for the Fewiſh Interpreters do all agit 
that he was, and however the ſending hi 
into the Wilderneſs was intended as a | 
niſhment, and moſt probably by an unnat 
Crell cap. ral death. To which Crellius replit 
1. e#. 56. That in the general, he denies not but | 
niſhment may fall upon beaſts as well 


men; but (that he might ſhew himfel 
ty 


for granted without reaſon, that the Scat 
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true to his principle, that one cannot be 
puniſhed for anothers faults, ) he falls in- 

to a very pleaſant diſcourſe, That the 

Beaſts are not ſaid to be puniſhed for mens 

fins, but for their own, and therefore when 

it is ſaid, before the flood, that all fleſh 

had corrupted his way ; he will by no means Gen.6-12. 
bave it underſt.ood only of men, but that 

the fins of the beaſts at that time, were 
greater than orclinary, as well as mens. But 

he hath not told us what they were, 
whether by eating ſome forbidden herbs; 
orentring into conſpiracies againſt man- 

kind their lawful Sovereigns, or unlaw- 

ful mixrures ; and therefore we have yer 

reaſon to believe, that when God faith, 

the ground was curſed for man's ſake, that Gen. 8.21. 
the beaſts were puniſhed for mans fin. 

And if a// flejþ, muſt comprehend beaſts Ita. ao. 5. 
in this place, why thall not a// fleſh ſee- 

ing theglory of the Lord, take in the beaſts 

there too? for Yatablus parallels this 

place with the other. But zf, faith Crel- 

lius, any ſhall contend that ſome beaſts at 

leaft were innocent, then, he ſaith, that 

thoſe though they were deſtroyed by the 

flood, yet did not ſuffer puniſhment, but on- 

ly a calamity by occafion of the fins of men. 

I wonder he did not rather fay, that the 
innocent beaſts were taken into the Ark, 


tor 


Lev. 16. 
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for the propagation of a better kind af- 
terwards. But by this ſolemn diſtinRi. 
on of calamities and puniſhments, there w 
is nothing ſo miſerable, thar either men o! 
or beaſts can undergo, but when it ſerve C 
their turn, it ſhall be only a calamity S: 
and no puniſhment, though it be ſaid toll /- 
be on purpoſe to ſhew God's ſeverity al 4 
oainſt the ſins of the world. And this 7: 


excellent notion of the beaſts being pull 9 
iſhed for their own fins, is improved by N 
him to the vindication of the Scape-GoatIt 
from being paniſhed, becauſe then, faith ® 
he, the moſt wicked and corrupt Goat ſhoull 7 
have been made choice of. As though all ” 
the deſign of that great day of expiationÞs ” 
had been only to call the Children th 
Iſrael together with great ſolemnity ; to " 
let them ſee, how a poor Goat muſt beſt * 
puniſhed for breaking the Laws which b 
| we do not know. were ever made forlfl 9 
them. I had thought our Adverſarie|f 
had maintained that the Sacrifices (on 
the day of expiation at leaſt) had repre ſÞ * 
ſented and typified the Sacrifice which ®. 
was to be offered up by Chriſt ; and { a 
Socinus and Crellius elſewhere contend: 
01 


he needed not therefore have troubled] 

himſelf concerning the fins of the Goat iſ} <* 

when it is expreſly ſaid, That the fins o th 
tt 


of CHRIST. 


the people were put on the head of the 
Goat ; Whatever then the puniſhment 
were, it was on the account of the ſins 
of the people, and not his own. But 
Crellius urgeth againſt Grotzus, that if the 
Scape-Goat had been puniſhed for the ex- 
piation of the fins of the people, that ſhould 
have been particularly expreſſed in Scri- 
piure, whereas nothing is ſaid there at all 
of it, and that the throwing down the 


E Scape-Goat from the top of the rock, was 


no part of the Primitive Inſtitution, but 
one of the ſuperſtitions taken np by the 


Jews in after-times, becauſe of the Omi- 


| nouſneſs of the return of it ; and although 


we ſhould ſuppoſe (which is not probable) 
that it ſhould die by famine in the Wilder- 
neſs, yet this was not the death for expia- 
tion, which was to be by the ſhedding of 
blood. To this therefore I anſwer, x. I 
do not infiſt on the cuſtoms of the later 
Jews to prove from thence any puniſh- 
ment deſigned by the primitive inſtitu- 
tion. For I ſhall eaſily yield, that ma- 
ny ſuperſtitions obtained among them 
aftewards about the Scape-Goat ; as the 
ſtories of the red liſt turning white up- 


K on the head of it, the booths and rhe 


cauſey made on purpoſe, and ſeveral o- 


| ther things mentioned in the Rabbinical 


Writers 


A ALA 
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cod. Joma. Writers do manifeſt. But yet it ſeemy 


fit, 6. 


very probable from the Text it ſelf, that 
the Scape-Goat was not carried into thy 
Wilderneſsat large, but to a ſteep moun 
tain there. For although we have conp 
monly render'd Azazel by the Scape-Goat 
jet according to the beſt of the Jewiſh 
writers, as P. Fagius tells us, 91x1y doth 
not come from iy a Goat, and 918 abiit; 
but is the name of a Mountain very 
ſteep and rocky near Mount S7naz, and 
therefore probably called by the lata 
Jews, My, the name of a Rock : and 1 
this purpoſe, it is obſervable that wher 
we render it, and let him go for a Scapt 
Goat into the Wilderneſs, in the Hebra 
it is, 12'2N Tay ins Naw? 70 ſen 
him to Azazel in the Wilderneſs : as ti 
joyning the prepoſition + doth impor, 
and the Arabick Verſion wherever 4w 
zel is mentioned, renders it by Mougl 
Azaz : and the Chaldee and Syriack ti 
Azazel; \o that from hence, a carry 
the Scape-Goat to a certain place may bt 
inferred ; but I ſee no foundation in ti 
Text for the throwing it down from th 
rock when it was there ; and therefor 
I cannot think, but that if the puniſh 
ment inrended did lie in that, it would 
have been expreſly mentioned in the f6 

lemnitis 
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mill lemnities of that day, which had ſo great 
that an influence on the expiation of the fins 
of the people. 2. I anſwer, that the Scape- 
Goat was to denote rather the effect of 
the expiation, than the manner of ob- 
taining it. For the proper expiation was 
by the ſhedding ef blood, as the Apoſtle Heb.g. >». 
tells us; and thence the live Goat was not 
to have the ſins of the people zo bear away 
into the deſart, till the High-Prieſt had 
made an end of reconciling the Holy Place, 
and the Tabernacle of the Congregation, 
and the Altar ; and by the ſprinkling of 
the blood of the other Goat which was the 
fin-offering for the people ; which being V- »5: 
done, he was to bring the live Goat, and 
to lay his hands upon the head of it, and 
confeſs over it all the iniquities of the 
Children of I(rael, aud all their tranſs V. 2:. 
greſſions in all their fins, putting them ap- 
on the head of the Goat, and ſhall ſend him 
away by the hand of a fit man into the Wil yy ,, 
derneſs ; and ſo the Goat ſhall bear upon 
bim all their iniquities unto a land not in- 
habited, and he ſhall let go the Goat in the 
Wilderneſs. So that the former Goat 
reforÞ= noted the way of expiation by the ſhed- 
uniſ ding of blood, and the latter the effe& of 
would] it, v2z, that the ſins of the people were 
che {e}}| declared to be expiated by the ſending 
nniris the 


Lev.16.20, 


SamaLl Ad AAA 


Crell. c. 1. 
fe. 56. 
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the Goat charged with their fins into; 
defart place ; and that their ſins woul 


not appear in the preſence of God # 
gainſt them, any more than they expel h1s 


ed, that the Goat which was ſent inf /i 
to the Wilderneſs ſhould return among /ea 
them. Which was the reaſon that ak 1! 
terwards they took ſo much care thai -» 
it ſhould not, by cauſing it to be thrown «»- 
oft ſrom a ſteep rock ; which was not a/ 
ſooner done, but notice was given Il ca 


it very ſuddenly by the ſounding of 


horns all over the Land. But the foro ob 
| of Socinus his argument from the Scapyl 
Goat's bearing tke ſins of the people, tha», 
therefore that phraſe coth not alway <- 
imply the bearing of puniſhment, is to Ze 
ken oft by Cre/ius himſelf, who tells wh 4) 
that the Scape-Goat is not ſaid to bear thy 01 
fins of the people in the Wilderneſs ; bf 24 
only that it carried the fins of the peopli 1 
into the Wilderneſs, which is a pla ot 
of another importance trom that we anſ8l tak 
now diſcourſing of. As will now fur ule 
ther appear from the places where iti 0! \ 
ſpoken of concerning our Saviour" / 


which we now come particularly oj but 
examine. | £011 


V. Th 
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Y. The firit place inſited on by Greo- 
tius with a reſpe&t to Chriſt, is 1 Pex. 
2. 24. Who his own ſelf bare our fins, in 
his own body on the tree, which, faith Crel- 
lius, is ſo far from proving that Chriſt did 
bear the paniſhment of our ftns, that it doth 
nt imply any ſufferings that he underwent 
on the occaſion of them. He grants that 
avzpezew doth fignifie to carry up, but with- 
all (he faith) zt ſignifies to take away ; be- 
cauſe that which 1s taken up, is taken away 
= from the place where it was. Beſides, he 
obſerves, that zv2pt2uw doth anſwer to the 
Hebrew nTyn, he hath made to aſcend, 
which is frequently rendred by it in the 
LXX. and ſometime by avayww; but that 
Hebrew word doth often fignifie to take a- 
way, where it is rendred in the Greek by 
one of thoſe two words, 2. Sam.-21. 13. Joſh. 
24.32. Pſal. 102.25. Exra1i.1r. To 
© which I anſwer, x. That the {ignification 
of av2p;ow in this place, mu't not be 
W taken from every ſenſe the word is ever 
uſed for, but in that which the words out 


it 8 of which theſe are taken do imply ; and 


in7/a.53. 11, it doth not anſwer n7yn 
but to HaD, a word which by the 
| conteſſion of all is never properly uſed 
| or taking away, but for bearing of a 
burden, and is uſed witha reſpect to the 

G puniſh- 


81 


Grotius his 
ſenſe of 
1 Pet.2.24 
Vindica« 
ted. 

Crell. c. r; 


ſeff. 35; 
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puniſhment of fin, Lament. 5. 7. Our 


fathers have fruned, and are not, and weſÞ 


have born their iniquities, where the ſame 
word is uſed ; fo that the f1gnificaticn of 
the word evzp{erwy here, mutt depend up- 
on that in Tfazah, of which more after: 
ward. 2. Granting that gvapecow doth 
anſwer ſometimes to the Hebrew no 
yet it makes nothing to Cre/zus his pur: 
pole, unleſs he can prove that «vzp4pwy 
doth ever ſignifie the takingaway a thing 
by the deſtruction of it; for where i 
anſwers to that word, it is either for the 
offering up of a Sacrifice, in whichſenk 


avegtcwuy is very frequently uſed, as if 


confeſſed by Cre//ius; and in that ſenk 
it 1s No Prejudice at ail to our cauſe ; fo 


then it muſt be granted, that Chriſt up 


onthe Croſs is to be conſidered as a ſacri 
fice for the ſins of men ; and fo our fins 
were laid upon him as they were ſuppoſed 
to be on the Sacrifices under the Lay, 
in order to the expiation of them, by the 
{hedding their blood; and if our Adver 
faries would acknewledge this, the difſe 
rence would not be fo great between us; 
or elſe it is uſed for the removal of a thing 
from one place to another, the thing i 
{elf ſtill remaining in being, as 2 Sam. 
21.13. And he made Saul's bones to aſcenh 
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, | p] PO \ 14 
aviey HAV cave Tr Go, he took them 


| away', faith Crellzus; true, but 1t 1s 


ſuch a taking away, as 1s a bare rema- 
val, the thing {till remaining ; the 
fame is to be ſaid of Foſeph's bones, Foſþ. 
24. 32, Which are all the places where 
21232 15 uſed ; and alrhough arzyew 
may be ſometimes taken in another 
ſenſe, as Pſal. 102. 25. yet nothing can 
be more unreaſonable than ſuch a way 
of arguing as this is ; 2y2p:20, fairh Crel- 
lius, ſignifies taking away ; we demand his 
proof of it ; is it that the word fignities 
ſo much of it ſelf? No; that he grants 
it doth not. Is it that it is frequently 
uſed in the Gree Yer/1on to render 4 
word that properly doth ſignifie fo ? No; 
nor that neither. tut how 1s it then 2 
Crellius tells us, that it ſometimes anſwers 
toa word that {ignifies to make to a- 
(cend : well, but doth that word ſ1gnitte 
taking away 2 No; not conſtantly, tor it 
is frequently uſed for a ſacrifice : But 
doth tr at any time fignifie ſo2 es ; If 
lignifies the removal of a thing troin 
one place to another. 15 that the {ene 
then te contends for here? No ; but how 
then? why evzpioww is uſed to rencer 
the ſacme word that ere doth, and 
22y<v, though it ſignifies too a bare re- 
mova!, as Ezra 1, 17. yet Pſal. 102. 
bx 2 2:55 If 
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25, it is uſed ſor cutting off, un 2294. 
995 44, the Hebr. is, make me not to a. 
| ſeend in the midſt of my days. But doth it 
here ſignifie utter deſtruction? I ſuppoſe 
not ; but grant it, what is this to 4 
2:2, when the LXX uſeth not that 
word here, which for all that we know 
was purpoſely altered ; ſo that at laſt 
*vap:2e is far enough from any ſuch fig- 
nification as Cre/;us would fix upon it, 
unleſs he will aſſert, that Chriſt taking 
away our fins, was only a removal df 


them from Earth to Heaven. But here 
Grotius comes in to the relief of Cre/luſ 
againlt himſelf; for in his Notes upoi 
this place, though he had before faid 


that the word was never uſed in the New 


Teſtament in that ſenſe, yet he ther 


faith, avivelzw 1s ab/tulit, tor which he 


referrs us to Heb. 9.28. where he prof 


ceeds altogether as ſubtilly as Crel/u 
had done before him, tor he tells us az 


?zec1v 18 put for pi2ew, RU3, Numb. 14. 3 


Deat. 14. 24. 1ſa.5 3.12. but pee, 1.6 
NU is put for 2p22&v, Lev.1o.17. Num. 
14.18. A moſt excellent way of inter 
preting Scripture? confidering the vart 


ous ſignifications of the Hebrew words || 
and aboveall of that xw3 which 1s hereÞ 


mentioned. For according to this way dl 
arguing, 49229» ſhall ſignifie the ſame 


witlf 
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with AzpSzvuv, ume, and FzcxZewn, 
for 8w3 ſignifies all theſe, and isrendred_ 
by them in the Greet Yer/zon, ſo that 
by the ſame way that Grotzus proves 
that avapece ſignifies Zp2zjofiv, We can 
prove that 2pz4zew doth not ſignifie 70 
take away, but 7o bear puniſhment ; nay, 
x2 ſignifies the bearing puni/kment inthe 
ſtriteit ſenſe, Ezek. 16.52, 54. and bear- 
ins fin 1n that ſenſe, Ezek. 16. 58. Thou 
haſt born thy leudneſs, and thy abomina- 
tions, IRWI. So that when RW3 1s more 
frequently uſed in this than in the other 


| ſenſe, why ſhall its ſignifying ap2ecv 
upon | 
ſaid, 


at any time make evzp;ewy be taken in 
the ſame ſenſe with that 2 Nay, I do 
not remember in any place where xw3 
is joyned with fin, but it ſignifies the 


| puniſhment of it, ſo cmuagciiay Azul[Sg- 


18, Lev. 19. 8. to bear his iniquity, Lev. 
20, 17. <pace2lizy nowaivicy, bearing their 
iniquity, in one verſe, is expiained by be- 
7ng cut off from among their people, inthe 
next. And in the places cited by Gro- 
tius, that Numb. 14. 33. hath been al- 
ready ſhewed to ſignifie bearing the pu- 
niſhment of ſin, and that Deut. 14. 24. 
Is plainly underitood of a Sacrifice, the 
other, /a.53. 12. will be afterwards 
made appear by other places in the ſame 

G } Chapter, 


Crell. his 
ſenſe exa- 
mined. 
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Chapter, to ſignifie nothing to thus pur- 
poſe. So that for all we can yet fee, 
drepicav muſt be taken either for hear: 
ing our fins as 2 ſacrifice did under the 
Law, or the puniſhment of them ; 1n e 
ther ſenſe it ſerves our purpoſe, but 15 far 
enough from our Adverſaries meaning, 
V1. But ſuppoſing we ſhould grant 
them, that «v2p:/2zw may {ignifie 70 rake 
away, let usſee what excellent ſenſe they 
make of theſe words of St. Peter. Do 
they then ſay, that Chriit did take away 
our fins upon the Crois? No; they have 
a great care of thar, for that wouid make 
the expiation of fins to have been pet: 
formed there ; which they utterly deny, 
and fay, that Chriſt only took the Crok 
in his way to hisAſcenſton to Heaven, thit 
there he might expiate fins. But doth 
not St, Peter ſay, tiiat what was done 
by him here, was iz his body on the tree: 
and they will nor fay, he carried that 
with him to Heaven too. Well, but what 
then was the taking away of fin which 
belonged to Chriſt upon the Croſs ? is it 
only to perſwade men to live vertuoully, 
and leave off their fins ? This Socinu 


Soc deſerv. WONIS have, and Cre/livs is © contented 


/.2.ca2-6:©* that it thonld be underſtood barely 0 
Crell. £AP. «< 


5. 8.39. © taking away fins, and not of the pl 


** ni{hment 
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« niſhment of them, but only by way of 
« acceſſion and conſequence : but if it be 
« taken (which he znclines more to ) for the 

« puniſhment, then (he ſaith) it is to be gg 7,, 
« underſtood not of the vertue and effica- 
« cy of the death of Chriſt, bu: of the ef- 
6& fect: and yet a little after he ſaith, thoſe 
« words of Chriſt bearing our ſins, are to 
& be underſtood oi the force and efficacy 
« of Chrilts death todo it, not including 
* the eflect of it in us ; not as though 
& Chriſt did deliver us from fins by his 
« death, but that he did that by dying, 
& upon which the taking away of fin 
« would follow, or which had a great 
«* power for the doing it. So uncertain 
are our Adverſaries, in aftixing any ſenſe 
upon theſe words, which may attribute 
any effect at a!l, to the death of Chriſt 
upon the Croſs. For if they be under- 
ſtood of taking away 1ins, then they are 
only to be meant of the power that was 
in the death of Chriſt, to perſwade men 
to leave their fins ; which we muſt have 
a care of underitanding ſo, as to attri- 
bute any effe to the death of Chriſt in 
order to it; but only that the death of 
Chriſt was an argument for us to believe 
what he ſaid, and the believing whar he 
| faid would incline us to obey him, and 
| G 4 13 
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if we obey him, we ſhall leave oft ou 
ſins whether Chriſt had died or no: ſup-Þff tho! 
poſing his miracles had the ſame efteaÞ gra 
on us, -which thoſe of Moſes had upanſffl con 
the Jews, which were ſufficient to perſ bod 
{wade them to believe and obey without the 
his death. But if this be all tiat wa 7h- 
meant by Chriſt's bearing our fins in hi led 
body on the tree; why might nor St. Peter to 
himſelf be faid ro bear them upon hi tre 
Croſs too? for his death was an excellent do 
example of patience, and a great argu de: 
ment to perſwade men he ſpake truth St 
and that doCtrine which he preached ad 
was repentance and remiſſion of fins: 
So that by this ſenſe there 1s nothi 
peculiar attributed to the death of Chriſt, 
But taking the other ſenſe for the fakim 
away the puniſhment of (ins, we mult ſe 
how this belongs to the death of Chriſt: 
Dothey then attribute our delivery from 
the puniſhment of fin, to the death d 
Chriſt on the Croſs 2 yes, juft as we may 
attribute Cz/ar's ſubduing Rome, to hi 
paſſing over Rubicon, becauſe he took 
that in his way to the doing of it : {Nl w 
they make the death of Chriſt only aa] 74 
paſſage, in order toexpiation of ſins, by 7 
taking away the puniſhment of them ÞÞ /o 
For Lhat ſhall not be aQually perfe&cd iſ > 


the) 


of CHRIST. 


they fay, till his full deliverance ot all 
thoſe that obey him, from hell and tne 
grave, which will not be till his ſecond 
coming. So that it we only take zhe 
body of Chriſt for his ſecond coming, and 
the Croſs of Chriſt, or the zree, for his 
Throne of Glory, then they will acknow- 
ledge, that Chriſt may very well be ſaid 
to take away ſins in his own body on the 
tree; but if you take it in any ſenſe that 
doth imply any peculiar efficacy to the 
death of Chriſt, for all the plainneſs of 
St, Peter's words, they by no means will 
admit of t. 

VII. But becauſe Cre/us urgeth Gro- Is. 53-17 
ive with the ſenſe of that place, Iſa.s 3. V9%a, 
II. out of which he contends theſe c.1./8.35 
words are taken, and Cre/7us conceives 
he can prove there, that bearing is the 
ſame with taking away ſim: We now come 
to con{ider, what force he can find from 
thence, for the juſtifying his aſſertion, 

That the bearing of fins, when attributed 
to Chriſt, doth not imply the puniſhment of 
them, but the taking them away, The 
words are, for he ſhall bear their iniqui- 
ties. As to which Grozius obijerves, That 
the word py which fagnifies iniquity, is 
ſometimes taken for the puniſhment of [in, 
2 King. 7. 9. and the verb 720 7s to bear, 


and 


Cyl. c. 3, CEIBPLS TO Prove, That 52D here, mu 


ſef#. 44. 
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and whenever tt 7s joyned with fin or il 
quity, in all languages, and eſpecially th 
Hebrew, it ſignifies to ſuffer puniſhmen 
for although &w3 may ſometimes ſ1gnifie 1 
take away, 220 never does : ſo that th 
phraſe can recetve no other interpretatinlf 
Notwithſtanding all which Crellus a 


be taken in a ſenſe contrary to th 
natural and perpetual uſe of the wor 
for which his firſt argument 1s very ufc; 
firm, viz. becauſe it is mentioned aftiſWy;c 
the death of Chriſt, and is therefore toh 
conſidered as the reward of the oth 
Whereas it appears: 1. By the Froplei 
diſcourſe, that he doth not inſiſt on xg 
exact methodical order, but dilates an 
amplifies things as he ſees occation : fi 
Yerſe.g. heſauh, He made his grave wil 
the wicked, and with the rich in his deatl 
and Verſe 10. he ſaid, Tet zt pleaſed th 
Lord to bruiſe him, he hath put him | 
grief : Will Crellius therefore ſay, th 
this mult be conſequent to his death ant 
burial? 2. The particle ) may be het 
taken cauially, as we render it, vel 
agreeably to the ſenſe ; and fo it giyt 
an account ot the foregoing clauſe, BY /a; 
his knowledge, ſhall my righteous ſerum i! 
Juſtifie many, for he ſhall bear their mf co; 
guitht 
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And that this is no unuſual ac- 
eption of that particle, might be cafi- 
y cleared from many places of Scripture 
fit were aeceſlary ; andfrom this very 
rophet, as 1ſa. 39. 1. where yawn 1s the 
Game with yaw 15 2 XKizg. 25.12.and Ja. 
64 5. Thou art wroth, for we have ſinned, 


lang where the ſame particle 15 made 


the caſual of what went beiore. Bur 


we need not inſiſt upon this to anſwer 


Crellius, who elſewhere makes uſe of it Crell.c. g. 
himſelf, and fays, They muſt be very ig- ſe#. 7. p. 


463. 
vorant of the Hebrew Tongue, who do not Sec. Pral. 


know that the conjuntion copulative is of- ©4455 
ten taken caſually ; and fo much is con- 
felled by Socznus allo, where he explains 
that particle in one ſenſe in the begin- 


ning, and caſually in the middle of the 
verie: and the Lord's anger was kindled 2 Sam. 24. 
arainſt Iſrael, nav, for he moved, &c. but ” 
it this will not do, he attempts to prove, 
That 72D in this very Chapter, hath the 
fignification of taking away, V.4. Por he 
bath born our griefs, and carried our ſor- 
rows, Which is applied bv St. Mazth. 8. 
17. to bodily diſeaſes, which our Saviour 
did not bear, but took away, as it 15 
faid in the foregoing Verſe ; he healed 
al! that were ſick, on which thoſe words 
one in, That it might be fuljilled which 
was 
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was ſpoken by Iſaias, &c. To whid 
I anſwer: 7. It is granted by our Ac 
verſaries, that St. Matthew 1n tho 
words, doth not give the full ſenſe « 
the Prophet, but only applies that þ 
way oi accommodation, to bodily d 
eaſes, which was chiefly intended forth 
ſins of men. And in a way of accon 
modation it 15 2ot unuſual to ſtrain wor 
beyond their g-nuine and natural ſign 
fication, or what was intended prima 
Iy by the perſon who ſpake then 
Would it Le reaſonable for any to ſay th 
1Þ7 ſignifies zo give, becauſe that plac 
P/al. 68.18. where the word by all is 
knowledged to {ignike 70 recezve, 1s 
dred 70. give, Eph. 4. 8. fo that admi 
ting another ſenſe of the word here, i 
applied to the cure of bodily diſeaſes, 
doth nor from thence follow, that ti 
ſhould be the meaning of the word! 
the primary ſenſe intended by the Pr 
phet. 2. The word as uſed by ot. 

thew, 1s very capable of the primary a0 
natural fenſe ; for St. Matthew retail 
words of the ſame fignification, wi 
that which we contend for, av{Aact alt 
2252254, neither of which doth fignil 
taking away, by cauſing a thing not! 
be, 90 that all rhat is implied herel) 
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5 the pains and rrouble which our Savi- 
zur Zook in the healing of the ſick. For 
o that end, as Grotzus well obſerves up- 
2n that place, the circumances are men- 
tioned, That it was at even, and multi- 
M:udes were brought to him in $t, Matthew, Mat. 8.16. 
What after Sun ſet all that were diſeaſed 
were brought, and all the City was ga- 
thered together at the door, in $t. Mark ; Mat.1. 32, 
That he departed not till it was day, in 33: 
St. Luke ; that we might the better un- Luk. 4. 4: 
derſtand how our Saviour did bear our 
griefs, becauſe the pains he took in heal- 
ing them were ſo great. And here I 
cannot but obſerve, that Grotivs in his 
Notes on that place, continued {till in 
the ſame mind he was in, when he writ 
againlt Soczus ; for he ſaith, © Thoſe 
* words may either refer to the diſeaſes 
* of the body, and ſo they note the 
©. pains he took in the cure of them ; 
* or to our ſins, and ſo they were ful- 
* filled when Chriſt by ſuffering upon 
* the Croſs, did obtain remiilion of fins 
* for us, as St. Perer faith, 1 Pet. 2.2.4. 
But upon what reaſon the Annotations on 
© that place come to be ſo different trom 
0 his ſenſe expreſſed here, long after Crel- 
Js his anſwer, I donot underſtand. Burt 
we are ſure he declared his mind, as 10 
the 


UMI - 1994 


Of the Suffermsgs 
the main of that Controverſie, to beth 
ſame, that it was when he writ his Boy 
which Cre/lins anſwered ; as appears h 

Epi. Eel, EWO Letters of his to Voſſius, not lon 

2747,748. ſince publiſhed ; and he utterly diſowt 

* fr ? the charge of * Socinianiſm, 2s a cajumn 

'17* in his diſcuſſion, the lait Book he ew 
writ. 

VIII. But we are no further obligedy 
vindicate Grot7us, than he did the zruj{wil 
which weare ſure hedid inthe vindicati 

iſa. 53. 5, of the 53 of T/aiah, from Socinas his inte 

> gg pretations, notwithitanding what Cr 
lius hath objected againſt him. We the 


fore procced to other Verſes in the ſanh not 
Chaprer infiſte i on by Grotzus, to proie im 
that Chrift did bear the puniſhments W*8' 
our fins, v.6, 7. The Lord hath laid 
him the iniquities of us all : It is requ Ch! 
red, and he was afflifted, as Grotius ren 9 
be Server. ders thoſe words, Socinus makes a twlff 1 


2-65. fold ſenſe of the former clauſe ; the firſt W1 
That God by or with Chrilt did meet wit 4! 
our iniquities; the latter, That God di lai 
make our iniquities to meet with Chr ® ! 
The words fauh Grotzus, will not be olt 
th! former interpretarion ; for rhe ven 
Ap Tu being 711 Fiphtl, mit amp ort | thi 
double aftion, and ſo it muſt not Fg Thang id 
God by bim did meet with our fi Wl 


bil 
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be thWut that God did make our fins to meet up- 
; Boos þim. To which Cre/us replies, That can. c. x 
ars ilwords in Hiphil are ſometimes uſed in- ſe8. 52. 
- lonfrran/izzwely ; but can he produce any in-_ 
fowlfance in Scripture, where this word 
unjoyned with 2 and NR is ſo taken 2 for 
> evellin the laſt verſe of the Chapter, the con- 

fruction is difterent : And what an un- 

red tficertain way of interpreting Scripture 
Zruth will this be, if every Anomalous ſigni- 
catie@ fication, and rare uſe of a word, hall 
- int} be made uſe of to take away ſuch a ſenſe 
t Cre@ a5 is moſt agreeable to the deſign of the 
chef place. For that ſenſe we contend for, is 
e fan© not only enforced upon the moſt natural 
projeſfy importance of theſe words, but upon the 
ts ff zgreeableneſs of them with ſo many o- 
1:4 of ther expreſſions of this Chapter , thar 
req Chriſt did bear our zntquittes, and was 

15 ren mounded for our tranſgreſſions, and that 
2 twolll # ſoul was made an offering for ſin : to 
firſt which it is very ſuitable; that as the ini- 
et wif quities of the people were (as it were) 
od diff 141d upon the head of the Sacrifice ; fo 
Chrifff '* ſhould be ſaid of Chriſt, who was to 
't baſſſ offer up himſelf for the fins of the 
'e wen Forld. And the Jews themſelves by 
port this phraſe do underſtand the puniſh- 
, Thi cnt extiter for the fins of the people, 
» fu Viich Fofras underwent, or which the 
people 
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people themſelves ſuffered , by thokl , 
who interpret this prophecy of then y; 
To which purpoſe, Aber Ezra obſerves jj, 
that intquity is here put for the puniſhment th; 
of it, as 1 Sam. 28. 10. and Lam. 4.6K fn 
But Socinus miſtruſting the incongruity 
of this Interpretation, flies to atother; 
viz, That God did make our iniquittes t 
meet with Chriſt : And this we are wi 
ling to admit of, if by that they mean, 
That Chriſt underwent the puniſhmen 
of them ; as that phraſe muſt naturall 
import, for what otherwiſe can our ini 
quities meeting with him {1gnifie? For tl 
word y> taken properly (as Socinus a6 
know ledgeth it ought to be, when I 
rejects Pagnin's Interpretation of mak 
Chriſt to interceed for our iniquities ) ſp 
nifies, either to meet with one by chang 
or out of kindneſs, or elſe for an & 
counter , with an intention to deſirof W! 
that which it meets with. So Fudg.d the 
21. Riſe thou 32 $32),2mmwlncey nu, LY v. 
zrrue in nos, fall upon us ; 2 e. run upol hin 
us with thy ſword, and kill us. F«dg.15 wh 
12. Swear anto me, that ye will not fu 1 
upon me your ſelves ; where the fami* 1 
word is uſed, and they explain tif}* « 
meaning of it in the next words, v. 13* | 
We will not kill thee, Amos 5.19, aifj.: ( 
a mins 
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fl ; 1149 did flee from a Lyon, and a Bear 


met him, 932), 1. e. with a deſign to till 
him, Now I ſuppoſe they will not ſay 
that our finsmet with Chriſt bv Chance, 


W fnce it is faid, that God laid on him, 


&c. not out of kindneſs; it muſt be 
therefore out of enmity, and with a 
deſign to deſtroy him; and ſo our ſins 
cannot be underſtood as Socznus and Crel- 
lus would have them, as the meer occas 


| fions of Chriſt's death: but as the proper 


impulſive cauſe of it. Whether the fol- 


Slowing word W132 be taken with a reſpe&t 


to fin, and fo it properly ſignifies 77 7s 


'M required, or with a reſpect to the perſon, 


and fo it may ſignifie he was oppreſſed, is 
not a matter of that conſequence, which 
we ought to contend about ; if it be pro- 
ved that Chriſt's oppreſſion had only a 
reſpet to ſin, as the puniſhment of it, 
Which will yet further appear from ano- 
ther expretſion in the ſame Chapter, 
v. 5. The chaſtiſement of our peace was upon 
him, and by his ſtripes we are healed, In 


B which Grozzes faith © the word p19 doth 


* not ſgnifie any kind of affliction, but 
* ſuchas hath the nature of puniſhment, 
* either for example or inſtruction; but 


| : ſince the latter cannot be intended in 
- Chriſt, the former muſt. Cre//zus Crell. c. r. 
H thinks ## 57: 
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thinks to eſcape from this, by acknoy 
ledging, that the ſufferings of Chriſt ha 
ſome reſped to fin ; but it it be ſuch an 
ſpect to ſin, which makes what Chrif 
underwent a puniſhment (which is on 
proper in this caſe) it is as much as 
contend for. This therefore he is lot 
to abide by ; and faith tha? chaſtiſemeat 
imports no more than bare affliction witl 
out any reſpedt to fin, which he thinks 
prove from St. Paul's words, 2 Cor. 
9. We are chaſtiſed, but not given nn 

to death; but how far this is from pr 
ving his purpoſe will eaſily appear 
x. Becauſe thoſe by whom they were fa 
to be chaſtened, did not think they di 
it without any reſpec to a fault; h 
they ſuppoſed them to be juſtly punil 
ed; and this is that we plead for, th 

the chaſtiſement conſidered with a reſp 
to him that inflidts it, doth ſuppok 
ſome fault as the reaſon of inflicting i 
2. This is far from the preſent purpok 
for the chaſtiſement there mention'd is op 
poſed to death, as chaſtened, but not killed 
whereas Grorzus expreſly ſpeaks of ſuc! 
chaſtiſements as include death, that thekif 
cannot be ſuppoſed to be meerly deſigh 
ed for inſtruction, and therefore mult bt 
conceived under the notion of punilt 

mel, 
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ment. The other place, Pal. 73. 14. is 
et more remote from the buſineſs ; for 
though the P/almi/t acconnt; himſelf in- 
nocent in reſpect oi tac £rcat enormities 
of others ; yet he could not account him- 
ſelf ſo innocent with a reſpect to God, as 
not to deſerve chaſtiſement from him. 


IX. But Cre//ius offers further to Whether 


prove that Chriſt's death muſt be confi- {is 


dered as a bare affliction, and not as a _ 
gay mea, or cxemplary puniſhment, *24%| 
becauſe © in ſuch a puniſhment the guil- (1aher 
* ty themſelves are to be puniſhed, and that doth 
the benefit comes to thoſe who were !P1y*hat 
not guilty, but in Chriſt's ſufferings puniſh- 
it was quite contrary, for the inno- (= of 
cent was puniſhed, and the guilty 

* have the benefit of it: and yet (he 

* ſaith) if we ſhould grant that Chriſt's 

* ſufferings were a 7wegSytea, that 

” Will not prove that his death was a 

a proper puniſhment. To which I an- 

ſwer, That whatever anſwers to the 


ends of an exemplary puniſhment, may 


cc 
& 
& 
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© properly be called ſo: but ſuppoſing 


that Chriſt ſuffered the puniſhment of 
our fins, thoſe ſufferings will anſwer to 
all the ends of an exemplary puniih- 
ment. For the ends of ſuch a puniſh- 
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ment a{llgned by Cre//ius himſelf, are, fl fro 
* That others obſerving ſuch a puniſh-Þ{ þut 
* ment, may abſtain from rhoſe ſinsff the 
which have brought 1t upon the per. for 
* fon who ſuffers. Now the queſtionff for 
is, whether ſuppoſing Chrift did ſuffer 1f 
on the account of our ſins, theſe ſuffer me 
ings of his may deterr us from the praſf Ge 
Etice of fin or no? And therefore nÞ8 im 
oppoſition to Cre/ius, | ſhall prove thekÞ}l ter 
two things: 1. That ſuppoſing Chril ha 
ſuftered for our fins, there was a ſuffice By 
ent argument to deterr us from the pref gu 
Ctice of fin. 2. Suppoſing that his ſub up 
terings had no reſpe& to our ſins, the 
could not have that force to deterr mai 
from the pra&ice of it: for he afierd 
ſerts, That Chriſt's ſufferings might bed 
meg} ey mo to us, though they were n 
puniſhment of ſin. xt. That the deathd 
Chriſt confidered as a puniſhment of fin 
i5 a proper 72249 4y wa, or hath a great 
force to deterr men from the practice 
ſin: and that becauſe the ſame reaſa 
of puniſhment is ſuppoſed in Chril 
and in our ſelves, and becauſe theffl Gi 
example is much more conſiderable, no 
than if we had ſuffered our ſelve]f de 
1. 'The ſame reaſon of puniſhment 8] as 
ſuppoſed. For why are mea i 
rom 
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are. from ſin, by ſeeing others puniſhed ; 
Mſk-B but becauſe they look upon the {in as 
ſins thereaſon of the puniſhment ; and there- 
perf fore where the ſame reaſon holds, the 
ſtionfl {me ends may be as properly obtained. 
uf If we faid that Chriſt ſuffered death 
fer mecrly as an innocent perſon out of 
pra God's dominion over his Jite; what 
re inffl imaginable force could :nis have to de- 
thee terr men from fin, witch 1s allerted to 
-brifÞf have no relation to it as the cauſe of it ? 
1fhce fl But when we ſay, that God laid our int- 
e pref guities upon him, that he fafered not 
is ſub 
tha the fins we commit againſt God were 
r maſſÞ} the cauie of all thoſe bitter Agonies 
er which the Son of God underwent, what 
: bed argument can be more proper to deterr 
erem@ men from ſin than this is? For hereby 
-athdſ they ſee the great abhorrency of ſin 
of fn which is in God, that he will not par- 
greaſy} don the fins of men wirhout a compen- 
tice of fation made to his Honour, and a de- 
reaſmſ monſtration to the world of his hatred 
Chriſſy of it. Hereby they fee what a value 
e tix} God hath for his Laws, which he will 
able, not relax as to the puniſhment of#offen- 
{elves ders, withour ſo valuable a conſideration 
ent 8 5 the blood of his own Son. Hereby 
cterreo] they ſee, that the puniſhment of ſin is 

from = no 
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no meer arbitrary thing depending bare. 
ly upon the will of God ; but that there 
is ſuch a connexion between fin and py 
niikment as to the ends of Government, 
that unleſs the Honour and Majeſty of 
God, as to his Laws and Government 
may be preſerved, the violation of hig 
Laws mult expect a juſt recompence of 
reward. Hereby they ſee what thoſe are 
to expe who neglect or deſpiſe thee 
ſufferings of th2 Son of God for them; 
for nothing can then remain, but a cer- 
tain fearful lioking for of judgment and 


fiery indignation which ſhall devour th 


Adverſaries. So that, here all the weigh 
ty arguments concur which may be moſt 
apt to prevail upon men to deterr them 
from their fins. For if God did thus h 
the green tree, what will he do by the dry} 
If he who was ſo innocent in himſel, 
ſo perfetly holy, ſuffered ſo much on 
the account of our ſins; what then may 
thoſe expect to ſuffer, who have no its 
nocency at all to plead, and add wilfub 


neſs and impenitency to their fins > But 


if it be replied by Cre/ius, that it i 
otherwiſe among men : 1 anſwer, that we 
do not pretend in all things to parallel 


the ſuſteringsof Chriſt for us, with any 


lutterings of men for one another, But 


yo 
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yet we add, that even among men the 
ere puniſhments inflicted on thoſe who were 
pu- | themſelves innocent as to the cauſe of 
ent. B them, may be as exemplary as any 0- 
- of ther. And the greater appearance of 
ent ſeverity there is in them, the greater 
his @ terror they ſtrike into all offenders. As 

» of If Children's loſing their eſtates and ho- 
>are  nours, or being baniſhed for their Pa- 
rents treaſons in which they had no part 
themſelves. Which is a proper puniſh- 
ment on them of their Father's faults, 
whether they be guilty or no? and if 
| this may be jult io men , why not in 
God? If any fav, that the Parents are 
only puniſhed in the Children, he ſpeaks 
that which is contradictory to the com- 
mon ſenſe of mankind ; for puniſhment 
doth ſuppoſe ſenſe or feeling of it ; and 
n this caſe the Parents are ſaid to be 
puniſhed, who are ſuppoſed to be dead 
and paſt feeling of it, and the Children 
in-M who undergo the ſmart of it muſt not 
be faid to be puniſhed ; though all things 
K are fo like it, that no perſon can ima- 
| eine himſelf in that condition, but would 
at welf think himſelf puniſhed, and ſeverely too. 
rallelÞ [fit be ſaid, that theſe are calamities in- 
h any] deed, but they are no proper puniſhments, 
Butt may eaſily be ſhewed that dittinRion 
yea | H 4 wall 
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will not hold here. Becauſe theſe py 
niſhments were within the deſign of th 
Law, and were intended for all the end 
of puniſhments, and therefore muſt hay 
the nature of rhem. For therefore th 
Children are involved in the Farther; 
puniſhment on purpoſe to deterr othen 
from the like ations. There are ſony 
things indeed that Children may fall i 
to by occaſion of rheir Father's guil 
wich may be only calamztzes to them, 
becauſe they are necellary conſequent 
in the nature of the thing, and nor pu 
poſely deſign'd as a punithment to then 


Thus, being deprived of the comfanſfÞ hi 
and afliſtance of their Parents, when tlſ cr 
L2w hath taken them oft by the haſh {: 
of juſtice: this was deſizned by the Lays r1 
as 2 puniſhment to the Parents, anda cc 


cothe Children it is only a neceſſary col 
ſequent of t nÞir puniſhment. For other 7 
wiſe the Parencs would have been puſh nc 
nithed tor the Childrens faults, and-nof fe 
the Children oy involyed in thalff © 
which unavoicably follows upon the Pu = 
rents puniſhment. So that Cre/iusif » 
very much miitaken either in rhe prof Þ 
jent caſe ot our Saviour's puniſhment it 
or 1n the general” reaſon ot exemplanſ N 
punithmen:s, as among men, Byt s [1 
| Cai 
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eaſe of our Saviour is more exemplary, 

when we conſider the excellency of his 

perſon, though appearing in our nature, 

when no meaner ſufferings would fatiſ- 

fie, than of fo tranſcendent a nature as 

he underwent, though he were the E- 

ternal Son of Gnd, this muſt make the 
puniſhment much more exemplary, than 

if he were conſidered only as our Adver- 

fries do, as a mere man, 90 that the 

dignity of his perſon uncer all his ſuffer- 

ings may juſtly add a greater confidera- 
| tion to deterr us from the practice of 

ſin, which was fo ſeverely puniſhed in 

him, when he was pleaſed to be a Sa- 

critice for our fins. From whence we 

ſcethat the ends of a T2e#uy pm are ve- 

ry agreeable with the ſufferings of Chriſt 
coniidered asa punithment of fin. 

X. Wenow conlider whether as Crel- 

livs aſſerts, ſuppoſing Chriſt's death were God's ha- 
no puniſhment, it could have theſe ef- =<09 fin 
tecls upon mens minds or no? Tes, he be ſeen in 
taith, 7t might, becauſe by his ſufferings the _ 
we might ſee how ſeverely God would pu- c$,:0, if 
iſh wicked and obſtinate perſons. Which they were 
being a ſtrangeriddle at the firſt hearing 22Puniſi- 
It, viz, that by the ſufterings of an in- fn. 
nocent perſon without any reſpe&t to ©. « 1. 
ſin as the cauſe of them: we ſhould dif- * © 
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cern Gog's ſeverity againſt thoſe who 
are obſtinate in ſin; we ought the mon 
diligently to attend to what is ſaid for 


the clearing of it. © Firſt, faith he, If 


* God ſpared not his own moſt innocent 
«* and holy and only Son, than whom 
* nothing was moredear to him in Hee 
ven or Earth, but expoſed him to 
cruel and ignominious a death ; hoy 
great and ſevere ſufferings may ve 
think God will inflit on wicked meg, 
who are at open defiance with him} 
I confeſs my felt not ſubtie enough to 
apprehend the force of this argument, 
viz, If God dealt fo ſeverely with him 
wiro had no fin either of his own or & 
thers to anſwer for ; therefore he wil 
deal much more ſevereiy with thoſe that 
have. For God's ſeverity conſidered with 
out any reipect to fin, gives rather ets 
couragement to ſinners, than any argy 
ment to deterr them from it. For the 
natural conſequence of it is, that God 
doth a& arbitrarily, without any regard 
to the good orevil of mens actions ; and 
theretore it is to no purpoſe to be fſolle 
citous about them. For upon the ſame 
account tiat the moſt innocent perſon 
{ufters moſt ſeverely from him, for all 
that we know, the more we ſtrive to be 
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Knocent, the more ſeverely we may be 
Wicalt with, and let men fin, they can be 
Kit dealt ſeverely with; all the difference 
IfEhen is, one ſhall be called puniſhments, 
and the other calamities, but the ſeverity 
nay bethe ſame in both. And who would 
»Mlcave off his fins meerly to change the 
to {0 Wname of puniſhments into that of calami- 
howEjies > And from hence it will follow, 
' WeWthat the differences of good and evil, 
men, Wand the reſpeAs of them to puniſhment 
num and reward, are but airy and empty 
1h things; but that God really in the dif- 
nent, W renfation of things to men, hath no re- 
 hinWoard to what men are or do, but as 
or 6M therein according to his own Dominion, 
* wil whereby he may diſpoſe of men how or 
: that which way he pleaſes. If a Prince had 
with © many of his Subjects in open rebellion 
r ea» W againſt him, and he ſhould at that time 
arg make his moſt obedient and beloved 
r the Son to be publickly expoſed to all man- 
God W ner of indignities, and be diſhonoured 
gard and put to death by the hands of thoſe 
; 200M rebels; could any one imagine that this 
folle F was deſigned as an exemplary puniſh- 
ſame Þ ment to all rebels, to let them ſee the 
erſon | danger of rebellion > No, but would 
or all Fit not rather make them think him a 
to bs Þ cruel Prince, one that would punith in- 
inn0 nocency 
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nocency as much as rebellion; and that 
it was rather berter to ſtand at defiance 
and become deſperate, for 1t was more 
dangerous to be beloved than hated hy 
him, to be his Son than his declared Þ 
nemy ? ſo that inliſting on the death gf 
Chriſt as itis conſidered as a 72229 un, 
(for of that we ſpeak now ) there 1s ng 
compar:{on between our Adverfarics hp 
potheſts and ours ; bat, faith Cre/lius, th fro 
conſequence is not good on our ſide, if Chriff mu 
ſuffered the puniſhment of our fins, there tha 
fore they ſhall ſuffer much more who cont 
wue in fin, for Chriſt ſuffered for the jm 
of the whole world ; but they ſufjer on 
for their own, and what they have defer 
themſelves. To which 1 anſwer, that 
the argument is of very good force upon 
our hypotheſis, though it wouid not bt 
upon theirs. For if we ſuppoſe him t 
be a meer man that ſuflered, then ther tre 
could be no argument drawn from I wv, 
ſufterings to ours, but according to the of 
_ exact proportion of fins and punilkÞ arc 
ments: but ſuppoſing that he had a diÞ as 
vine as well as humane nature, there may I ex; 
not be ſo great a proportion of the fin} fin 
of the world to the ſufferings of Chriſt Þ tre 
as of the ſins of a particular perſon t0Þ pr 
his own ſufterings ; and therefore the ar-Þ ce: 
gumeit 
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oyment from one to the other doth {till 

E hold. For the meaſure of puniſhments 

E muſt be taken with a proportion to the 
dignity of the perſon who ſuffers them. 

M AndCre/ius himſelfconteſlerh elſewhere, c-.77 c 8. 
that the dignity of the perſon 1s to be con- ſe. 43. 
fidered in exemplary puniſhment, aud that 
a leſſer puniſhment of one that is very 
great, may do much more to deterr men 
from fin, than a greater puniſhment of one 
much leſs. Bur he yet further urgeth, cel. c. r. 
that the ſeverity of God againſt ſinners /*#: 57,79 
may be diſcovered in the ſufferings of 
Chriſt, becaule God s hatred againſt fin is 
diſcovered therein. Burt if we ask how 
God's hatred againſt tin 1s ſeen in the 
ſufferings of one perfeRly innocent and 
iree irom ſin, and not rather his hatred 
of innocency, if no reſpe& to ſin were 
had therein: he anſwers, That God's ha- 
tred againſt fin was manifeſted, in that he 
would not ſpare his ouly Son to draw. men 

| off from/in. For anſwer to which, we 
are to conſider the ſufferings of Chriſt 
4 an innocent perſon, deſigned as an 
exemplary cauſe to draw men oft from 
lin ; and let any one tell me, what ha- 
tred of fin can poſlibly be diſcovered, in 
propoſing the ſufferings of a molt inno- 

«| cnt perſon to them without any conſi- 

| deration 
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deration of fin as the cauſe of thoſe ſi 
ferings? If it be faid, That the Dofri 
of Chriſt was defigned to draw men off fra 
| fin; and that God ſuffered his Son to 

to confirm this Dotrine, and thereby ſh 


ed his hatred to fin. IT anſwer, 1. Thill tf 


15 carrying the diſpute off trom the pk 
ſent buſineſs, for we are not now arp 
ing about the deſign of Chriſt's Doin 
nor the death of Chriſt as a means 
confirm that, but as a aÞbgSuy un, If 
what power that hath without reſp 
to our fins as the cauſe of them, todryi 
us from fin, by difcovering God's hatri 
to it. 2, The Doctrine of Chriſt aca 
ding to their hypotheſis, diſcovers milt 
leſs of God's hatred to ſin than ours dal 
For if God may pardon fin without at 
compenſation made to his Laws or Ik 
nour, if repentance be in its own natil 
a ſufficient ſatisfa&tion for all the ſins pt 
of our Lives; if there be no ſucha Jullk 
in God which requires puniſhment oft 
committed; if the puniſhment of it 
depend barely upon God's will; and tit 
moſt innocent perſon may ſuffer as mit 
from God without reſpect to fin as tit 
cauſe of ſuffering, as the moſt guilt; 
let any rational man judge whether til 
DoQtine diſcovers as much God's abho 

rene 
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rency of ſin, asaſſerting the neceſſity of 
vindicating God's honour to the World, 
upon the breach of his Laws, if not by 
the ſuffering of the offenders themſelves, 
yet of the Son of God as a facrifice for 
the expiation of fin, by undergoing the 
puniſhment of our iniquities, ſo as upon 
conſideration of his ſufferings, he is plea- 
{kd to accept of repentance and ſincere 
obedience, as the conditions upon which 
he will grant remiſſion of fins, and eter- 
nal life. So that if the diſcovery of 
God's hatred to ſin be the means to re- 
chim men from it, we atfert upon the 
former reaſons, that much more 1s done 
upon our Doctrine concerning the ſuffer- 
ings of Chriſt, than can be upon theirs. 
$o much ſhall ſuffice to manifeſt in whar 
ſenſe Chriſt's death may be a @p#Sy- 
ue, and that this doth imply, that his 
ſuſterings are to be conſidered as a pu- 
niſhmeat of ſin. 

XI. The next Series of places which Gre:us his 
makes Chriſt's ſufferings to be a puniſh- 23uments 
ment for ſin, are thoſe which aſſert Chriſt Chrig's 
to be made fin and acurſe for us, which being 

£ ve now defign to make clear, ought to _— 
ny 0 underſtood in no other ſenſe , for as for usde- 
i Grotius ſaith, © As the Jews ſometimes _ ” 
# .. uſe {in, for the puniſhment of ſin s Crellius., 
| cc AS 
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as appears, beſides other places, by 
Zach. 14. 19. Gen. 4. 13. fo they cal 
him that ſuffers the puniſhment g 
{in, by the name of ſin; as the Latin 
uſe the word Praculum, boti tor thy 
* fault, and: for him that fuiters tor it, © 
* Thence under the Law, an expiatory 
* Sacrifice for ſin,was called f1n, Lev 4, 
* 29—+5, 6.Pſal. 40.7. Which wayd 
* ſpeaking Eſazas followed, ſpeaking of 
* Chriſt, 1/az. 53.10. WWB3 TUR Ru 
* he made his ſoul tin, 2. e. liable to the 
* puniſhment of it. To the fame pur © 
** poſe St. Paul, 2 Cor. 5.21. He mad © 
* him to be ſin for us, who knew wt © 
ſin, that we might be made the righl © 
teouſneſs of God in him; To whit © 
Crellius replies, That as there isn0 
neceſlity, that by the name of fin 
when applied to ſufterings, any mor 
ſhould be implied, than that thok}l © 
* ſufferings were occaſioned by ſin, mf Cre 
** more is there when it is applied to} if t 
** the perſon; nay, much leſs, for 'IelÞ tha 


'* faith, No more is required to this] niſl 


** but that he ſhould be handled as {iv tod 
** Ners uſe to be, and undergo the ma} by 
ter of puniſhment, without any 1&Þ He 
{pet to (in, either as the cauſe or ov} onl 
caſion of it, So he faith, The nam fus 
i Sin! 
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« Sinner 1s uſed, 1 Xing. 1.21; and in 
« St. Paul, the name of fin in the firſt 
t off © clauſe is to be underſtood, as of righ- 
tin © teouſneſs in the latter; and as we are 
r theſf} © faid to be righteouſneſs in him, when 
or it © God deals with us as with righteous 
tory} © perſons, fo Chriſt was faid to be fin 
v 4.3108 © for us, when he was dealt with as a 
ayoÞl © finner. And the Sacrifices for fin un- : 
« der the Law were ſo cajled, not with 
« areſpect to the puniſhment of ſin, bue 
© becauſe they were offered upon the 
* account of ſin, and were uſed for ta- 
* king away the guilt of it, or becauſe 
* men were bound to offer them, fo that 
* they ſinned if they negleAed it. So 
* that all that 1s meant by Eſazas and 
* It. Paul is, That Chriſt was made an 
* expiatory Sacrifice, or that he expoſed 
* himſelf tor thoſe afflictions which ſin- 
* ners only by right undergo. But let 
Crelius or any others of them tell me, 
if the Scripture had intended to expreſs, 
that the ſufferings of Chriſt were a pu- 
niſhment of our fins, how was it poſſible 
todo it more empharically than it is done 
| by theſe Exprethons (the cuſtom of the 
Hebrew Language being conſidered) not 
only by ſaying, that Chriſt did bear our 
name} fns, but, that himſelf was made fin for 
| Us 2 
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us 2 thole phraſes being ſo commonhſſ 
uſed for the puniſhment of ſin. It 
them produce any one inſtance in Seri 
pture, where thoſe. expretlions are ap 
plied to any withour the con(iderating 
of ſin: that place, 1 Xing. rt. 21. is v6 
ry tar from it ; for in all probability, the 
deſign of Bath/heba in making Solomn 
Ang Was already diſcovered, which w; 
tae reaſon that 4donzjah his elder Bro 
ther declaring himſelt Xing, invited ng 
him with the reſt of the Xzxg's ſons: {| 
that ſhe had for Solomon's ſucceſſion, wa 
a {ecret promiſe and oath of Davzd ; an 
therefore ſhe urgeth him now to dechn 
the ſucceſſion, v.20. Otherwiſe, the fait 
when David ſhould die, 1 and my ſon 
lomon ſhall be accounted offenders ; \t 
faith Cre//ius, we ſhall be handled as tf 
fenders, we ſhall be deftroyed : Bur fat 
ly not without the ſuppoſition of a faul; 
by them which ſhould inflict that pt 
niſhment upon them : The plain meat 
ing 1s, they thould be accuſed of Trealat 
and then puniſhed accordingly. Butt 
are to conſider, that ſtill with a reſpel 
to them, who were the inflicters, a faul 
or ſin is ſuppoſed as the reaſon of the 
punithment, either of taeir own of ( 
thers. Bur of our Saviour it is not fal 


of C RIS TI. 
That he ſhould be counted as an offender by 
the Jews ; for although that doth not take 
away his innocency, yet 1t ſuppoſeth an 
accuſation of ſomerhing, which in it 
ſelf deſerves puniſhment. But in Eſaz. 
53.10. itis ſaid, Ze made his ſoul fox ; 
© and 2 Cor. 5.21. That God made him fin 
© for a, which muſt therefore imply, not 
being dealt with by men only as a fin- 
ner, but that with a reſpect to him who 
inflicted the punithment , there was a 
conſideration of fin as the reaſon of it. 
We do not deny but God's ſuffering him 
to be dealt with as a ſinner by men, 1s 
implied in it, for that was the method of 
his puniſhment defigned ; but we ſay 
further, that the reaſon of that permiſii- 
on in Go, doth ſuppoſe ſome antece- 
dent cauſe of it: For God would ne- 
ver have ſuffered his only Son, to be ſo 
dealt with by the hands of cruel men, 
unleſs he had made himſelf an offering 
for fin; being willing to undergo thoſe 
lufferings, that he might be an expiatory 
dacrifice for the ſins of the world. And 
although Socizus will not yield, That by Se.4.48, 
being made fin for us ſhould be underſtood 
Chriſt's being an expiatory Sacrifice for 
fn; yet Crellius is contented it ſhould 
if & ſo taken in both places: Which if he 
| LS will 
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crifice, the guilt of ſin is expiated, 
we {hall not contend with him aboywx 
the reaſons, why thoſe Sacrifices were 
called fins, although the moſt prope 
and genuine muſt needs be that, which 
15 all;gned by the Law, that the fins of 
the people were ſuppoſed to be laid up 
on them, and therefore they were in 
tended for the expiation of them : Butit 
1s very unreaſonable to ſay, That expis 
tory Sacrifices were called fins, becauſeit 
would have been a fin to neglef them 
 Foron the ſame account, all the othe 
Sacrifices muſt have been called fo too; 
for it was a ſin to negle&t any what 
God required them, and ſo there hal 
been no difference between Sacriftces far 
ſin and others. To that reaſon of Cre 
lius, from our being made righteous, it 
cauſe dealt with as ſuch, to Chriſt's bem 
made fin only, becauſe dealt with as a fit 
aer, Weneed no more than what this p# 
rallel will afford us; For as Creliu 
would never fay, that any are dealt with 
as righteous perſons, who are not ants 


cedently ſuppoſed to be fo by his owl} 


Argument , Chriſt being dealt witl 
as a ſinner, muſt ſuppoſe guilt ante 
dent to it; and ſince the Apoſtle de 
clares 


will grant, fo as by vertue of that $4 
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clares it was not his own, in thoſe words, 
Who knew no ſin, it follows that it muſt 
vereſfl be the conſideration of ours, which muſt 
opal make him be dealt with as a ſinner by 
bickÞ him, who made him to be fin for us. 
1s C8 But to ſuppoſe that Chriſt ſhould be ſaid 
1 up to be made fin, without any reſpect 70 
> in fy, is as much as if the Latins ſhould 
utitÞ call any one Scelas, and mean thereby 
M8 avery honeſt man; or a Pzaculum, with- 
outany ſuppoſition of his own or others 
guilt, But we are to conſider, that the 
ſufferings of Chriſt, ſeeming at firſt ſo 
inconſiſtent with that relation to God as 
his only Son, which the Apoſtles aflert 
concerning him, they were obliged to 
vindicate his innocency , as to men, 
and yet withal to ſhew, that with a re- 
ſpe&t to God, there was ſufficient rea- 
ſon for his permiſſion of his undergoing 
theſe ſufferings. That he knew no fin, 
was enough to clear his innocency as 
to men ; but then the queſtion will be 
asked, If he were ſo innocent, why did 
God ſuffer all thoſe things to come up- 
| on him 2 Did not A&raham plead of old 
th} with God, That he would not ſlay the righ- Gen, i. 
teous with the wicked, becauſe it was re- 25: 
pugnant to the righteouſneſs of his na- 
fure to do ſo; That be far from thee to 
I 3 do 
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do after this manner, to ſlay the rights 
teous with the wicked, and that the rights 
ous ſhould be as the wicked, that be fy 


from thee; (hall nor the Fudge of all th 


Earth do right 2 How then comes Gy 
to ſufler the moſt perfe& innocency ty 
be dealt with fo, as the greateſt fin 
coud not have deſerved worſe fron 
men ? Was not his righteouſneſs th 
ſime {ti!l2 And Abraham did not tink 
the diſtinFtion of calamities and ju 
niſhments , enough to vincicate Godi 
proceedings, if the rigiiteous ſhould han 
been dealt withal as the wicked. Ant 
it that would hold for fuch a meaſureq 
righteouſneſs as might be ſuppoled u 
ſuch who were not guilty of rhe great 
abominatzons of thoſe places, thatt 
ſhould be enough, not only to deli 
themſelves, but the wicked too; ha 
comes it that the moſt pertec&t obe 
ence of the Son of Gecd, is not ſuff6 
ent to excuſe him from the greateſt { 
ferings of Malefactors? But if his 
ferings had been meecrly from men, Gol 
had been accountable only for the bt 
permiſſion ; but it is faid, that he fort 
ordained and determined theſe things tok 
that Chriſt himſelf complained, that6# 
had forſaken him ; and here, that he mal 
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him fin for us : and can we imagine all 
this ro be without any reſpe& to the 
ouilt of fin, as the cauſe of it? Why 
ſhould ſuch an expreſſion be uſed of 
being made fin > might not many 0- 
thers have ſerved ſufficiently to declare 
the indignities and ſufferings he under- 
went, without ſuch a phraſe as ſeems to 
reflect upon Chriſt's innocency? If there 
had been no more in theſe expreſſions 
than our Adverſfaries imagine, the Apo- 
ſtles were ſo careful of Chriſt's honour, 
they would have avoided ſuch ill-ſound- 
ing expreſſions as theſe were; and not 
have affected Hebraiſms, and uncouth 
forms of ſpeech, to the diſparagement 
of their Religion. But this is all which 
our Adverſaries have to fay, where 
words are uſed by them out of their pro- 
per ſenſe, That the Prophets and Apoſtles 
affeted tricks of wit, playing with words, 
afing them ſometimes in one ſenſe, and pre- 
ſently quite in another. So Cre/lius ſaith Cr!!! cap. 
of Tſaiah, That he affedts little elegancies "© yy 
of words and verbal alluftons, which makes 
him uſe words ſometimes out of their pro- 
fer and natural ſenſe; thence he tells us, 
The ſufferings of Chriſt are called chaſtiſe- 
ments, though they have nothing of the 
nature of chaſtiſements in them: And from 
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words (without any other reaſon, thay 
that they ſerve for their purpoſe) be tz 
ken in ſeveral ſenſes in the fame verſe: Fqg 
Socinus in one verſe of St. Fohn's Goſpd, 
makes the World to be taken in three 
veral ſenſes: He was in the World, they 
it is taken, faith he, for the men of the 
World in general : The world was madeh 
him, there it muſt be underſtood onlyd 
the reformation of things by the Goſpel 
and, the world knew him not, there it mul 
be taken in neither of the former ſenſs 
but for the wicked of the world: Whu 
may not one make of the Scrprare, b 
ſuch a way of interpreting it? But hy 
this we have the leſs reaſon to wonds, 
that Socinus ſhould put ſuch an Interpr 
cation upon Gal. 3. 13. Chriſt hath 
deemed us from the curſe of the Law, bt 
zug made a curſe for us ; for it is writta, 
Curſed is every one that hangeth on a trit; 
In which he doth acknowledge by th 
curſe, in the firſt clauſe ro be meant, th 
puniſtmeut of fin, but not 1n the ſecond): 
And the reaſon he gives for it is, amanuit 
enim Paulus in execrationis verbo argutu 


eſſe. Sr. Paul affeCed playing with the 
va:.1.2. word curſe, underſtanding it firſt in1 
proper, and then a Metaphorical ſenſe 
wat eh 
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But it is plain that thedeſign of S.Pau/and 
Socinus are very different in theſe words: 
Scinus thinks he ſpeaks only Metaphori- 
cally, when he faith, that Chriſt was made 
acurſe for us ; t. e. by a barealluſion of 
the name, without a correſpondency in 
the thing it ſelf ; and fo that the death 
of Chriſt might be called a curſe, but was 
not ſo : But St. Paul ſpeaks of this not 
by way of extenuation, but to ſet forth 
the greatneſs and weight of the puniſh- 
ment he underwent for us. He there- 
fore tells us, what it was which Chriſt 
didredeem us from, The curſe of the Law; 
and how he did it, by being not only made 
a curſe, but a curſe for us ; 4. e. not by 
being hateful to God, or undergoing the 
very fame curſe, which we ſhould have 
done ; which are the two things objeR- 
&d by Cre//zus againſt our ſenſe; but rhat 
the death of Chriſt was to be conſider- 
ed, not as a bare ſeparation of ſoul and 
body, but as properly pena!, being ſuch 
2 kind of death, which none but Male- 
fattors by the Law were to ſuffer ; by 
the undergoing of which puniſhment in 
our ſtead, he redeemed us from that 
curſe which we were liable to by the vio- 
lation of the Law of God. And there 
can be na reaſon to appropriate this 9z- 
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Iy to the Fews, unleſs the death of Chrif 
did extend only to the deliverance of 
them from the puniſhment of their ſing, 
or becauſe the curſe of the Law dit 
make that death pcanal, therefore the 
intention of the puniſhment, could react 
no further than the Law did; but th 
Apolile in the very next words ſpeak 
ot the farther extenſion of the great ble. 
fing promiſed to Abraham, That it ſhoull 
come upon the Gentiles alſo ; and withi 
thoſe whom the Apoſtle ipeaks to, wen 
not Fews, but ſuch as thought thy 
ought to joyn the Law and Goſpel tops 
ther: that St Pau/ doth not mean s 
Crellius would have it, that Chriſt byl 
death did confirm the New Covenant, anl 


ſo take away the obligation of the Lal 


(for to what end-was the curſe mention 
ed for that What did the accurſedn| 
of his death add to the confirmation 
the truth of his Doqtrine? and whe 
was ever the curſe taken for the cont: 
nuance of the Law of Moſes 2) but thi 
Chriſt by the efficacy of his death 51 
puniſhment for ſin hath redeemed al 
that believe and obey him from tht 
curſe deſerved by their ſins, whether 
forced by the Law of Moſes, or the Lai 
written in their hearts, which tells tit 
Colt 


conts 
t that 
h 2s1 
ed al 
1 tit 
er it 
» Lav 
1s the 
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conſciences of ſinners, that ſuch who 
violate the Laws of God are worthy of 


death, and therefore under the curſe of 


the Law. 


XII. We comi now to the force of the The par- 
; . . , ticles hg, 
particles which being joyned with our ,;.; 37 
fins as referring to the death of Chriſt, being 
doimply that hisdeath isto be conſider. 19720 to 
edasa puniſhment of ſin. Not that we relating 
inſiſt on the force of thoſe particles %z, 79 _ 
2} and 4%, asthough of themſelves impiy 
they c1d 1mply this ( for we know they thoſe ſut- 
; eb - 
are of various ſignifications aceording to 12190. 
the nature of the matter they are joyned niſhment 
with) but that theſe being joyned with * > 
ſins and ſuffering together, do fignifie 
that thoſe ſufferings are the puniſhment 
of thoſe ſins. Thus it is ſaid of Chriſt, 
that he dyed, 92 72 aÞganls ual muy, Rom.4-25. 
for our fins, "2p Lucene nu, that he 4 qc 1 
ſuffered once © } & wary, that he gave Heb.ro.12. 
bimſelf © þ 4 Haemov, that he offered a 
Sacrifice m@Lepagomer. To which Crel- Crell. cap. 
lius replies, * That if the force of theſe "5+ 6: 
© particles not being joyned with ſuffer- 
ings, may be taken for the final and 
not for the impulſive cauſe , they 
may retain the ſame ſenſe when joyn- 
ed with ſufferings, if thoſe ſufferings 
_ may be deſigned in order to an end : 


* bur 
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** but if it ſhould be granted, that thok 
* phraſes being joyned with ſuffering 
* do always imply a meritorious cauls 
* yet it doth not follow, it ſhould þe 
* here ſo underſtood becauſe the matte 
* will not bear it. To this a ſhortan 
ſwer will at prefent ſerve: for, It is nat 
poſſible a meritorious cauſe can be & 
preſied more emphatically than by thek 
words being joyned to ſufferings : þ 
that we have as clear a teſtimony from 
theſe expreſſions as words can give; and 
by the ſame arts by which theſe may he 
avoided any other might ; ſo that it had 


\ not been poſſible for our Doctrine tl ten 


have been expreſſed in ſuch a manne, Wl he 
bur ſuch kind of anſwers might bawÞ he 
been given as our Adverfaries now give WM Sc 
If it had been faid inthe plaineſt terms I by 
that Chriſt's death was a puniſhment for on of 
fins, they would as eaſily have ayoida Wl lie 
the force of them as they do of theſe; hai 
* they would have told us the ApoſilsWl if 
* delighted in an Antanaciaſis, and had do 
* expreſſed things different from thent ÞÞ the 
* tural uſe of the words by them ; and for 
* though puniſhment were ſometims |} ye 
uſed properly, yet here it muſt beuſed Þ] the 

only metaphorically becauſe the mat any 
©* ter would bear no other ſenſe. a0 
tneryy 


A 


cc 
C 
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therefore I commend the ingenuity of 

Socinus after all the pains he had taken to g0c;s. de 
enervate the force of thoſe places which Servat.1.3. 
are brought againſt his Doctrine ; he © ” 


tells us plainly, * That if our Doctrine 
« were not only once, but frequently 


* mentioned in Scripture? yet he 


would 


« not therefore believe the thing to be 
* ſoas we ſuppoſe. For, ſaith he, ſee- 


* ing the thing it ſelf cannot be, 


I take 


* the leaſt inconvenient jnterpretation 


* of the words; and draw forth 


* pture, But for all his talking 
tenor of the Scripture ; by the fame 
be interprets one place upon theſe 
he will do many, and ſo the tenor 


of our Adverfaries is not preten 


ſuch a 


* enſe from them, as is moſt conſiſtent 
* with itſelf and the tenor of the Scri- 


of the 
reaſon 
terms, 
of the 


Scripture ſhall be never againſt him : and 
by this we find, that the main flrength 


ded to 


le in the Scriptures; all the care they 
Þ fave of them is only to reconcile them 
If" poſſible with their hypotheſes ; for they 
0 not deny bur that the natural force of 
© the words doth imply what we contend 
for; but becauſe they ſay the Doctrine 
ve aſſert is inconſiſtent with reaſon, 
therefore all their deſign is to find out 
"$4ny other poſſible meaning whic 


h they 
there- 
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therefore aſſert to be true, becauſe moy 
agreeable to the common reaſon of may 
kind. This therefore is enough tor oy 
preſent purpoſe, that if it had been th, 
deſign of Scripture to have exprefſled oy 
ſenſe, it could not have done 1t 1n piaine 
expreſiions than it hath done, that no 
expreſſions could have been uſed, but 
the ſame arts of our Adverſaries migh 
have been uſed to take off their force 
which they have uſed to thoſe we noy 
urge againſt them, and that ſetting ali 
the poſſibility of therhing, the Scriptur 
doth very fairly deliver the Doctrine 
contend for ; or, ſuppoſing in point-d 
reaſon there may be arguments enoupl 
to make ir appear Poſlible, there ar 
Scriptures enough to make it appear 
true, 


mon 
may 
r Ou 
1 the 
d Ol 
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ture 


At 


e 
mwo____—_— 


IL INMI . 1004 


of CHRIST. 


CHAP. II. 


|. The words of Scripture being at laſt ac- 


knowledged by our Adverſaries to make 
for us, the only pretence remaining is, 
that our Doctrine 15 repugnant to reaſon. 
The debate managed upon point of rea- 
ſon. The grand difficulty enquired into, 
and manifeſted by our Adverſaries con- 
ceſſions, not to lie in the greatneſs of 
Chriſt's ſufferings, or that our fins were 
the impulſroe cauſe of them, or that it 1s 
impoſſible that one ſhould be puniſhed 

or auothers faults : or in all caſes un- 
juſt. 1. The caſes wherein Crellius al- 
lows it, inſtanced. From whence it is 
proved that he yields the main cauſe. 


Ill. The arguments propounded whereby 


he attempts to prove 4t unjuſt for Chriſt 
to be puniſhed for our fins. Crellius 
his principles of the juſtice of puniſh- 
ments examined. Of the relation be= 
tween deſert and puniſhment. IV. That 
a perſon by his own conſent may be pu- 
niſhed beyoud the deſert of his own alti- 
ons. V. An anſwer to Crellius his Ob- 
jeflions. What it is to ſuffer undeſer- 
vedly. Crellius his miſtake in the ſtate 


of 


The mat- 
ter deba- 
ted 1n 
point of 
reaſon. 


|. Aving gained ſo confiden 
ble conceſſions from our 46 
verſaries concerning tht 


Of the Sufferings 
of the queſtion. VI. The inſtances y 


Scripture conſidered. In what ſenſe Chil wh 
dren are puniſhed for their Parents fm 


VII. Ezek. 18. 20. explazned at lang, i 
VIILWhether the guilty being freed frlfy 0 
the ſufferings of an innocent perſon mate = 
that puniſhment unjuſt or no? Orelluſh | 
his ſhifts and evaſions in this matter di ſel 
covered. Why among men the offend 
are not freed incriminal matters tho ©. , 


the ſareties be puniſhed. The releaſed 
the party depends on the terms ( 
the ſureties ſuffering, therefore del 
rance not ipſo facto, No weceſſityi 
ſuch a tranſlation in criminal, as un 
pecuntary matters. 


places of Scripture,we com te 


now to debate the matter in point 0M qy; 
reaſon. And if there appear to be 16 the 
thing repugnant in the nature of tle ne 
thing, or to the juſtice of God, thenalÞ g 
their loud clamours will come to n6Fl ger 
thing ; for on that they fix, when th] par 
talk the moſt of our Doctrine being col-Þ c2y 
trary to reaſon. This therefore we nol (yg 
come more cloſely to examine ; 111 0 


dt 
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der to which we muſt carefully enquire 
what it is they lay the charge of inju- 
flice in God upon, according to our 
belief of Chriſt's ſufferings being a pu- 
niſhment for our ſins. 


x. It is not, That the offenders them- 
ſelves do not undergo the full puniſhment 
of their fins. For they alert, that there 
is no neceſſity at all that the offenders 
ſhould be puniſhed from any punitive 
juſtice in God : for they eagerly con- 
tend that God may freely pardon the 
fins of men: if ſo, then it can be no in- 
juſtice in God not to puniſh the offen- 
ders according to the full deſert of their 
{igs. 


A ». Itisnot, That God upon the ſufferings 
; WE of Chrift doth pardon the fins of men : for 
cone they yield thar God may do this with- 
int 0M cur any charge of injulltice, and with 
e 0 the greateſt demonſtration of his kind- 
f WY nes, For they acknowledge, that the 
endl ſufferings of Chriſt are nor to be conſi- 
O MPF ered as a bare antececlent condition to 
| the) pardon, but that they were a moving 
3 CO cauſe as far as the obedience of Chriſt in 
= DOV'Y ſuffering was very acceptable to God. 


Gt | K 3- It 
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3. It is not, in the greatneſs or mg, 
ter of the ſufferings of Chriſe. For thy 


Certum eſt Chriſtum in- 
nocent iſſimum a Deo grav: ſ- 
ſemis cruciatibus, 1pſaque 
morte fuiſſe aff efum ; cum 
non in materia pane abſo- 
lute & per ſe conſiderata, 
adeoque etiam in ea affii- 
Fione 3 gud pene forma 
abeſt, injuria reſidere a n0- 
bis dicatur. Crel. C. 4. 
Sect. 3. Potuit aiitem id 
Deus facere, atque ade fe- 
cit, jure dominii, quod in 
Chriſti vitam ac corprus ha- 
bebat ; accedente praſertim 
ip/ius Chriſti conſenſu. 1d. 
Ib. Sect. 4- 


aſlert the ſame which wed 

And therefore I cannot hy 
wonder to meet {ometims 
with thoſe ſtrange out-ch 
of our making God cruel 
the puniſhing of his Son 
us : for what do we aff 
that Chriſt ſuffered, whid 
they do not aſſert too? Ny 
doth it not look much ma 
like cruelty in God toh 
thoſe ſufferings upon hig 
without any conſideratin 


of ſin? as upon their hy 
theſis he doth ; than to do it ſuppoſny 
he bears the puniſhment of our iniquitis 
which is the thing we plead tor. The 
aſſert all thoſe ſufferings to be layfi 
on the account of God s dominion, whit 
according to them muſt ceaſe to bel 
on the ſuppoſition of a meritorious ca 
But however from this it appears, thi 
it was not unjuſt that Chriſt ſhould fil 
ter thoſe things which he did for us: ii 
queſtion then is, whether it were unjulis ; 
that he ſhould ſuffer the ſame thing 
which he mighr lawfully do on the 46 
count of dominion with a reſpect to ol 
fins as the cauſe of them. 4. Þ 


of CHRIST. 


r mall 4. As to this, they acknowledge, that 
" their is not, that the ſufferings of Chriſt were 
Wea occaffoned by our fins, or that our ſins 
vt buffer the bare impulſive cauſe of thoſe 
tinWuferings. For they bothconfeſs in ge- 
t-c neral, that one mans ſins may be the oc- 
vel cafion of anothers puniſhment, ſo far 
1 fill that he might have eſcaped puniſhment, 
allnlW:f the others fins had not been the 2m- 
whid pulfrve cauſe ot it. And therefore Crel- 
? NW iu in the general ſtate of 
1 IMOR 


to 
1 hin 


have it, wherher it be un- 


ratin thers fins ; for that he ac- 

[ hy knowlecges it 15S not, but Juempiam ob aliena deli 
Poli whether, fdr any cauſe what #33 7d enim concedi poteſt 
JuitelM ſever it be juſt to puniſh an Crel. c. 4. Seb. 3. 

Re znncent perſon 2 And like- 

av 


wike in particular of Chriſt, they con- 


wil fels, that our fins were the impulſroe cauſe, 


. _ and the occaſion of his ſufferings. 

F cauſ; 

of, 5. It is not, that there zs ſo neceſſary 
110 IN 


a relation between guilt and puniſhment, 
that it cannot be called a puniſhment which 
ts inflifted on an innocent perſon. For 
Crellius, after a long diſcourſe of the 
difference of afflictions and puniſhments, 
bth acknowledge, © That it is not of 
RK 2 ” the 


1s: tit 
 unjul 
things 
the a 
to Ol 


4. 3} 
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this queſtion , would not , W#/ ex theft ſpeciale 


facere velis \generalem, ea 
hac erit, injuſtum eſſe pu- 
ſt to punz/Þ one for ano- nire mnndcentem, quacungue 
] ſe "fp ſe f tandem de cauſa id fiat ;; 
20n vero ſimpliciter, punire 


nou ſemper eſſe injuſtum, 
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_—_ # * the nature of puniſhment, that th 
47 Lite © perſon who is to be puniſhed, ſhoul 
ram pene © really deferve the puniſhment; axl 
f «596 * afterwards when Grotius argerh, that 
qui punien- © though it be eſſential to puniſhment 
—_ m_ * that it be inflicted for fin, et it j 
fuerit com- NO, that it be inflicted upon him wh 
meritus,Id. *® hath himſelf ſinned, which be ſhew 
Set 5. « by the {imilitude of rewards, which 

* though neceſſary to be given 1n cop 
ſideration of ſervice, may yet bei 
ven to others beſides the perſon hit 
ſelf upon his account. All this Cr 
lis acknowledgeth ; who faith, * Thy 
* do not make it neceflary to the 6 
** ture, but to the juſtice oi paniſhment, 
that it be inflited upon none but 


cc 
cc 


cc 


«c 
ce 


oC 


Pans qui- © his own Confeſſion, it is not againſt tle 
dem ſimpli- © nature of puniſhment, that no one 
cirer Man ſuffer tor anothers faults. Fron 
-adir, juſta Whence it follows, that all Soczuns bi 
_—__ arguments fignifie nothing, which ar 
vell. C4. 3 C . Og 
&o 28. drawn from the 1mpoſlibility of the 
thing, that one man ſhould be puniſhetl ft 
anothers faults ; for Crellius grants til 
thing to be potiible, bur denics ir to 
jult; yet not abfolutelv neither, bil 
with ſome reitrictions and limitations 
FOr, 


the perſon who hath offended. Sh 


II, 6. kf 


TI TIRAI @#© 


| tends it to the utmolt degree of God's 


of CHRIST. 7, 
IT. 6. It is not, but that there may In what 


be ſufficient cauſes aſſigned in ſome partt- onghiken 
cular caſes ; wherein it may be juſt for {ome may 
God to puniſh ſome for the fans of others. - _—_ 
For Cre/lius himſelt hath atligned divers. i Re che 
« When there is ſuch a near co:junction fins ofo- 
© between them, that one may be faid _ 
© to be puniſhea in the puniſhment ot 
« another: as Parents in their Children 9Qaia Dew 
% and Poſterity, Kings in their Subjects, 3 pun 
F-4 UEEh; enao illum 
* orthe body of a State in its Members, ,uuque at- 
* either 11 the moſt, or the moſt prin- #1” 0 
* cipal, though the feweſt : but we are P29. 
to conſider how far he doth extend this citur puni- 
way of puriithment of ſome in others. ” rakes er 
x. At the greateſt diſtance of time, if they artiorem 


have been of the ſame Nation ; for he ex- 9% inter 


illos inter 
ced sr C0n- 
patience towards a people ; © For, ſaith jun#ionem. 
* he, God doth not preſently punith as "= Sag 
* ſoon as they have ſinned ; but ſpares cl. p. 
* for a great while, and forbears, in ex- *4*- 

* peation of their repentance, in the 

* mean while a great many ouilty per- 

* ſons die, and ſeerm to havecſcaped pu- 

* niſhment. But at laſt the rimeofGod s 

* patience being paſt, he puniſheth their 

* Poſterity by exacting the full pu- 

* Diſhment of their ſins upon them, and 


| by this means puniſheth their Ance- 


K 3 * {tors 
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* ſtors too, and puniſheth their ſing jf 
* their puniſhment ; for, ſaith he, y 
that people are reckoned for one my 
of ſeveral Apes, and that puniſhme 
which is taken of the laſt, mayh 
for the ſins of the firſt, for the < 
junRion and ſucceſſion of them! 
which we have an example, ſazthh 
* in the deſtruction of Jeruſalem. |þ 
which we ſeea very remote conjunQig 
and a mere fimilitude in comparing 
ſucceſſion of Apes in a people with thi 
in 2 man, may (when occaſion ſer 
be made uſe of to juſtifie God's punk 
ing one Generation of men for the{i 
of others that have been Jong bel 
2. When fins are more ſecret or leſs remul 
able which God might not puniſh, unlt1 
occaſion were given from others ſins init 
ling him to it ; but becauſe God wal 
puniſh one very near them, he thereln 
puniſheth them, that in their puniſhae 
he might puniſh the other. Or ind 
ſins ſpread through a Family or a pt 
ple, or they are committed by dint 
perſons at ſyndry times, which God 
not ſeverely puniſh, but ſometimesth 
when the Head of a People or Fam 
hath done ſomething which remark 
aeſeryes puniſhment, whom he willy © 

| | o 
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' niſh in thoſe he is related to, and there- 


fore generally puniſherth the whole Fa- 
mily or People. 3. That which may be 
g meer exerciſe of dominion as to ſome, 
may be a proper puniſhment to others; as in 
the caſe of Infants, being taken away 
for their Parents (ins; For God, as to the 
Children, he faith, «ſeth only an att of do- 
minion, but the puniſhment only redounds 
to the Parents, who loſe them; and though 
this be done for the very end of puniſh- 


E ment, yet he denies, that it hath the na- 
ture of Puniſhment in any but the Parents, Crll. tb. 
4. That puniſhment may be intended for 5. "*. 
thoſe who can have no ſenſe at all of at ; as | 


Crellius aſſerts in the caſe of Saul's ſons, 
2 Sam. 21. 8, 14. that the puniſhment 
was mainly intended tor Sau/, who was 
already dead. From theſe conceſſions of 
Crellins in this caſe, we may take no- 
tice, r. That a remote conjundtion may 
be ſafficieat for a tranſlation of penalty, 
viz, from one Generation to another. 
2. That fins may be truiy ſaid tobe pu- 
niſhed in others, when the offenders 
themſelves may eſcape puniſhment, thus 
the ſins of Parents in their Children, and 
Princes in their Subjects. 43. That an 
at of dominion in fome may be deſign- 


E& as a proper puniſhment to others. 


K 4 4. Thax 


ſee. 19 
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4. That the nature of puniſhment is ng 
to be meaſured by the ſenſe of it. Now up 
on theſe conceſſions, though our Advex. 
ſaries will not grant, that Chriit was pro 
perly puniſhed for our ſins, yet they can 
not deny but that we may very proper. 
ly be ſaid to be puniſhed for our fins in 
Chriſt, and if they will yield us this, the 
other may bea ſtrife about words. Fa 
ſurely there may be eafily imagined y 
great a conjundion between Chriſt and 
us, as between the ſeveral Generations 
of the Fews, and that laſt which wy 
puniſhed 1n the deſtruQtion of Feruſalen; 
and though we eſcape that puniſhmen 
which Chriſt did undergo, yet we might 
have our fins punithed in him, as wells 

Princes theirs in their Subjects, whe 


they eſcape themſelves ; or rather wu 


Subjects in zn innocent Prince, who maj 


ſufter for the faults of his people ; iſt 
be ſaid, that theſe are atts of meer don 


2104 a; 79 ſach a one, that nothing hit 
cers but granting it, yet our fins mg 
be ſaid ro be punithed in him; as wel 


as Parents fins are puniſhed properly u| 
meer aCts of dominion upon their Chil 


dren ; if it be faid, that can be no puniſe 
ment where there is no ſenſe at all of t 
chat is fully taken off by Cre/liu; dt 


ſurely F 
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urely we have as great a ſenſe of the 
offerings of Chriſt, as the firſt Genera- 
Iver. tion of the Fews had of the ſufferings of 
prof the laſt, before the fatal deſtruction of 
carl the City, or as Saul had of the puniſh- 
»per-M ment of his Sons after his death. So 
nsinÞ that from Cre//ius his own conceſſions, 
, the we have proved, that our fins may very 

Fall properly be ſaid to be puniſhed in Chriſt, 
ed sf although he will nor fay, that Chriſt 
could be properly puniſhed for our fins ; 
nay he and the reſt of our Adverfaries 
not only deny it, but carneſtly contend, 
that it is very unjuſt to ſuppoſe it, and 
repugnant to the reCtitude of God's na- 
ture to do it. 

III. And fo we come to conſider the 
mighty arguments that are infiſted on Crelliwhis 
| forthe proof of this, which may beredu- (Boe 
ced to rheſe three; viz. 1. That there dd. 
if ty can be no puniſhment but what is deſerved, 
= Gut 10 man can deſerve that another (hould 
| be puniſhed. 2. That puniſhment flows 
from revenge, but there can be no re- 
vexge where there hath been no fault. 
ou 3. That the puniſhment of one , cannot 
8 avy ways be made the puniſhment of ano- 
ther ; and in caſe it be ſuppoſed poſſible, 
then thoſe in whoſe flead the other is pu- 
wiſhed, muſt be aftually delivered upon the 


pay- 


LING . 1004 


138 


Crell. c. 4. 
108.3. þ. 
239, 240- 


Of the Sufferings 


payment of that Debt which was owin 
t0 God. 

1. That one man cannot deſerve another 
puniſhment, and therefore one cannot hy 
puniſhed for another ; for there is nojuſ 
puniihment, but what is deſerved. Thi 
being the main Argument inſiſted on 
Crellzus, mui be more carefully conk 
dered ; bur before an anſwer be madet 


It, it is neceſfary that a clear accounth| 


given in what ſenſe it 1s he underſtand 
ir, which will be belt done, by layin 
down his principles, as to the juſticed 
puniſhments, in a more diſtin methat 
than himfelf hath done ; which are the 
following: 1. That no perſon can | 


juſtly puniſhed, either for his own oran| 


thers faults, but he that hath deſerved 


be puniſhed by ſome fin of his own: 


For he ſtill aſſerts, © That the juſticed 
* puniſhment ariſeth from a mans oy! 
fault, though the aftual puniſhmen 


cc 
cc 
cc 


* niſhed unjuſtly. 


may be from anothers: But he that 
puniſhed without reſpect to his owl 
* guilt, is puniſhed undeſervedly ; an 
* hethat is puniſhed undeſervedly, is pv 
2. That perfoniþ 
guilt being ſuppoſed one man's ſin mi) 
be the 2mpulfive cauſe of another's punil 
ment, bur they cannot be the meritorf 
ol 
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ous, The difterence between them he 
thus explains, * The cauſe isthat which 
« makes a thing to be; the impulſive, 
* that which moves one to do a thing, 
« without any conſideration of right that 
« one hath to do it : Merit, isthat which 
* makes a man worthy of a thing, ei- 
* ther good or bad, and ſo givesa right 
« to it; if it be good, to himſelf; if 
« bad, to him at whoſe hands he hath 
& deſerved it. Now hetells us, that it is 
impoſſible. ** That one mans ſins ſhould 
« make any other deſerve puniſhmenr, 
* bur the perſon who committed them ; 
©* but they may impell one to puniſh ano- 
* ther, and that juſtly, if the perſon hath 
* otherwiſe deſerved to be puniſhed, un- 
* juſtly if he hath not. The reaſon he 
gives of it is, © That the vitioſity of the 
* at, which 1s the proper cauſe of pu- 
* niſhment, cannot go beyond the per- 
* ſon of the offender ; and therefore can 
* oblige none to puniſhment, but him 
* that hath committed the fault. And 
therefore he aſſerts, © That no man can 
* be juſtly puniſhed beyond the' deſert 
of his own ſins, but there may ſome- 
times be a double impulſive' cauſe of 
that puniſhment ; viz. His own and 
** other mens, whereof one mide that 
| .. they 


Crell. t5, 
(ed, 18. 
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* they might be juſtly puniſhed, the 
* ther that they ſhould be actually : by 
« the latter, he ſazth, always ſuppoſeth 
* the former, as the foundation of juf 
*« puniſhment; ſo that no part of py 
** niſhmenr could be executed upon him, 
* wherein his own fins were not ſupps- 
* ſed as the meritorious cauſe of. it 
Theſe are his two main principles which 
we mu{it now throughly examine, the 
main force of his Book lying in them, 
Bat if we caa prove that it hath bee 


generally received by the conſent « 


mankind, that a perſon may be puniſh 
ed beyond the defert of his own ad 
ons ; it God hath juſtly puniſhed ſome 
for the {ins of others, and there be no 
injuſtice in one mans ſuffering by hi 


own confent for another, then thek 
principles of Creilius will be found net 


ſo firm as he imagines them. 
; IV. 1. That i: hath been generally 
That a - ; , 
perſon by received by the conſent of mankind, that 


s own a perſon may be juſtly puniſhed beyond 


conf; ; ; 
ray be the deſert of his own actions. For which 


uniſhed purpoſe Grotius objeted ag::nſt Socinu 
the __ (who appealed to the conſeat vt Nations, 


of his own about one being puniſhed for another Þ 


aQtions. 6c » NY 
uo FR fault) That ths Heatheiis did agre, 


cif. c. 4. © That Children might be puniſhed for 
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« their Parents faults, and People for 
« their Princes, and that corporal pu- 
ſh © © niſhment might be born by one for 
jutÞl © another, did appear by the Per/tans 
pull © puniſhing the whole family for the 
lm, @ © fault of one. The Macedonians the 
ppo- I © near kindred in the caſe of Treaſon ; 
f it. © fome Cities of Greece, deſtroying the 
hi Þ © Children of Tyrants together with 
th © them; in all which, the mere c6n- 
hem. MW © junftion was ſuppoſed a ſufficient 
© reaſon without conſent ; but in caſe 
| * of conſent, he ſaith, They all agreed 
* in the Juitice of ſome being puniſhed 
© for the faults of others. Thence the 
* right of killing hoſtages among the 
* moſt civilized nations; and of fſure- 
* ties being punithed in capital matters, 
| *if the guilty appear not, who were 
* thence called arnlvya,, who were 
* bound to aniwer body for body. In 
rally Þ which caſes, the puniſhment did extend 
, that Þ beyond the deſert of the perſon who 
yond I ſuffered it ; for no other reaſon is afſign- 
vhict I cd of theſe ſufferings, beſides the con- 
ocans B jundtion of the perſon, or his conſent ; 
tions, | but no antecedent guilt is ſuppoſed as 
thers Þ neceſſary, to make the puniſhment juſt. 
zgret, Þ Weare now to conſider what Cre/us 
:d fot Þ doth anſwer to this: x. As to their ac- 
' ther Þ knowledgments 
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knowledgmentsof God's puniſhing Chil. 
dren for their Parents faults, he gives the 
ſame an{wer which he doth to the exam- 
pies recorded 1n Scripture to that purpoſe, 
T hat either they were puniſhed for the fin 
of others, but their own ſins deſerved the 
puniſhment ; or that the Parents were pk 
niſhed in the Children, but the Childrey 
were not properly puniſhed. 2. As to pt 
niſhments among men, he anſwers two 
things ; 1. That ſuch perſons were truly 
* puniſhed, but not juſtly : for he ac 
* knowledges, That in ſuch a caſe ity 
* a proper puniſhment, and that it is 


44 
Ce 
* his own or anothers, whether true r 
£c 


cc 


* for wherc-ever there is a place, ſail 
* he, for anger, there is likewiſe for pi 
* niſhment. So that he confeſleth, 


there may be a true puniſhment, and that Þ 


which anſwers all the reaſon and ends df 
puniſhment aſſigned by him where ther 
is #0 deſert at all of it inthe perion who 
undergoes it. But then he adds, that this 


7s an unjult puniſhment, to which I reply, 


enough in order to that, that any faul | 
be charged upon a perſon, whethe | 


falſe, on the account of which he is ſup 
poled worthy to be puniſhed : And 
* that ſuch a conjuaction is ſufficient Þ 
** for crucl, angry, or imprudent men: 


That Þ 
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That then the reaſon of puniſhment 
aſſigned by Cre/ius before is inſulkicient ; 
for if this anſwers all the ends of puniſh- 
ments aſſigned by him, and yet be unjuſt, 
then it necellarily follows, that thoſe 
ends of puniſhment are conſiſtent with 
the greateſt injuſtice. For he before made 
puniſhment to have a natural reſpect to 
anger, and makes the ordinary end of 
puniſhment to be a ſatisfaction of the de- 
fire of revenge in men, yet now grants, 
that theſe may be in an unjuſt puniſh- 
ment. Neither can it be ſaid, that he 
confidered puniſhment only naturally, and 
not morally ; for he tells us, that ths us 


| the nature of divine puniſhments, which 


are therefore juſt, becauſe deſigned for 


| theſe ends; but in caſe there be no ſup- 
| poſal of a fault at ail, then he denies 
| that it is a puniſhmen?!, but only an 


| affliction, and an exerciſe of dominion. 
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50 that according to him, where-ever 
there is a proper puniſhment, it muſt be 
juſt, when- ever God doth puniſh men : 


| and the only difference between God 


and man ſuppoſable in this caſe is, that 
ve have aſſurance God will never uſe his 
dominion unjuſtly ; but that men do ſo 
when they make one to ſuffer for anothers 
fault, notwithſtanding a conſent and con- 
junction 
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junction between the man that comm, 
ted the fault, anJ the perſon that ſufſaſfl by * 
for him. But this is begging the thinſſ it ca 
in queſtion, for we are debating, wh 
ther it be an unlawful exerciſe of powe 
or no? for we have this preſumptia 
that it is not unlawful, becauſe it my 
anſwer all rhe ends of puniſhments, an 
what way can we better judge, whethy 
a puniſhment be juſt or no, than h 
that 2? 

V. But we are to conſider, that ye 
do not here rake the perſon we ſpeak , 
abſtratly as an innocent perſon, forth 
there is no queſtion, but anger and 
niſhment of one as ſuch is unjult ; buſt 
an innocent perſon as ſuppoſed undera 
obligation by his own conſent to ſuf 
for another. Andin this caſe we aſſent *” 
ſince according to Crews the naturl ther 
and proper ends of puniſhments may | 9" 
obtained, and the conſent of the perſaſſſ ©,2 
takes away the wrong done to him intle 
matter of his ſufferings, fo far as he hall" "* 
power over himſelf, that ſuch a punilt 
ment is not unjuſt. For if it be, it mul 
ſuppoſe ſome injury to be done ; bll 
in this caſe Iet them aſſign where thei 
jury lies; it cannot be to the pablick, I 


the ends of puniſhments may be obeal 
j 
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by ſuch a ſuffering of one for another 
by a valid conſent of the luffering party, 
it cannot be to the perſon in whoſe room 
the other fuffers, for what injury is that 
toeſcape puniſhment by anothers ſuffer- 


ſuppoſing that to be true, which the 
Heathens fill ſuppoſed, v/z. that every 


this; that ſuch a one ſuffers undeſervedly 
and therefore unjuſtly. 1 anſwer ; if be 
ak ol meant by undeſervedly without ſufficient 
r thally cauſe or reaſon of puniſhment, then we 
1d 0 deny that ſuch a one doth ſuffer andeſer- 
ut d vedly. Immerito in the Greek Gloſſes is 

8 rendred by *A>5w, and Merito by cx- 
ls; and 7250s, and in Cicero, jure & 
merito are moſt commonly joyned toge- 
ther. So that where there is a right to 
puniſh, and ſufficient reaſon for it, ſuch 
a one doth not ſuffer immerito, 1. e. un- 
deſervedly. If it be faid, that ſuch a one 
8 not dignus pena, that implies no more 
than the other, for dignus, or as the 
Ancients writ it dicnus, comes from the 
breek Sie jus, as Yoſſius tells ts, ut dig- 
ms fit cui tribui altquid equum eſt : fo that 


ick, i =_ there is an equity 1n the thing, 
rained &re tS_a dignity in the perſon, or he 


=» £m ar a > 4. 


ing; it cannot be to rhe ſuffering perſon, | 


Immerits 
uenquan 
unire eff 


man had a power over his own life. If; 
it be faid ſtill, that the injuſtice lies in #42 pu- 


nire. Crey: 
? Þ. 240. 
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may be faid to be worthy to undergo it, 
But doth not this lay open the greateſt th 
nocency to as great a deſert of ſufferings g 
the higheſt guilt > By no means.” For we 
make a Iyableneſs to punithment, the 
natural conſequent of guilt : and he that 
hath committed a fault, cannot but ds 
ſerve to be puniſhed, ſo that no ſufer 
ings of others can take away the natural 
conſequence of a bad ation, whuch is4 
deſert of puniſhment ; So that as we lay, 


a wicked ation cannot but deſerve to he Þ 


puniſhed, z. e. there is an agreeablenek 
in reaſon and nature, that he who hath 
done ill, ſhould ſuffer ill ; ſo we fay like 
wiſe there is neceſlity in nature and r& 
ſon, that he that hath thus deſerved it, 
muſt unavoidably ſuffer it. And on the 
other ſide, we fay, no man by his int 
cency can deſerve to be puniſhed, 1. e. 00 
man's innocency makes him by vertue 
of thar obnoxious to puniſhment ; but 
yet we add, that notwithſtanding hi innt 
cency, the circumſtances may be {uct 


that he may be j»/#ly puniſhed, and un 
thar ſenſe deſervedly. So that the Que 


ſtion is ſtrangely miſtaken, when us| 


thus put, Whether an innocent perſon ct 


fidered as ſuch, may be juſtly puniſhed; 


for no oneaſſzrts that, or is bound rod Þ 
it; 
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it; but the true queſtion is, whether a 
perſon notwithſtanding his innocency may 
wot by ſome att of his own will oblige him- 
ſelf to undergo that puniſhment which 0+ 
therwiſe he did not deſerve? which pu- 
giſhment, in that caſe is juſt and agreeable 
to reaſon, Ard this 1s that which we 
affert and plead for. So that innocency 
here is not conſidered any other ways, 
than whether that alone makes 1t an un- 


| awfull puniſhment, which otherwiſe 


would be lawfull, z. e. whether the Ma- 
eiſtrate in ſuch caſes, where ſubſtitution 
52dmitrable by the Laws of Nations ( as 
in the caſes we are now upon) be bound 
to regard any more than that the obliga- 
tion ro puniſhment now lies upon the 
perſon who by his own aCt hath ſub- 
ſtituted himſelf in the others room ; 
and if he proceeds upon this, his ation 


| 15juſtifiable and agreeable ro reaſon. If 


It be ſaid, that the ſubſtitution is unjuſt, 
unleſs the ſubtiruted perſon hath before- 
hand deſerved to be puniſhed; it is eaſily 
anſwered, that th:s makes not the matter 
at all clearer ; for ciihzr the perſon 1s 


'E puniſhed for the former fault, and then 


there is no ſubliitution ; or if he be pu- 


'Hiſhed by way of ſubſtitution; then 


there is no regard at all had to his for- 
L 3 mer 
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mer fault, and ſo it 1is all one as if hf 


were perſe&tly innocent. 

VI. And by this Cre/l/zus his anſwe 
to the inſtances both in Scraprure and 
elſewhere concerning Childrens being 
puniſhed for their Parents faults, wil 
appear to be inſufficient, viz. © Thy 
*® God doth never puniſh them for they 
* Parents faults beyond the deſert of 
* their own fins, and therefore no argy 


* ment can be drawn from thence, tha 


* God may puniſh an innocent perſq 
&* for the fins of others, becauſe he hath 
* puniſhed ſome for what they wer 
& innocent: For the force of the a: 
oument doth not lie in the ſuppoſition 
of their innocency, as to the ground 
puniſhment in general, for we do ng 
deny, but that they may deſerve tok 


puniſhed for their own iaults: but thÞþ 


argument liesin this, whether their own 
gut were then confidered as the reaſon 


of puniſhment, when God did punibf 


them for their fathers faults? And whe 
ther they by their own ſins did deſert 


to be puniſhed not only with the py 
niſhment due to their own miſcarriags 
- but with the puniſhment due to their 
thers too? It not, then ſome perſonsar} 
juſtly puniſhed, who have not iy 
| that 
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that puniſhment they undergo; if they 
did deſerve it, then one perſon may de- 
ſerve to be puniſhed for anothers fins. 
[fit be ſaid, as 1t is by Cre!/lius, that his 
own. ſins make him capable of puniſhment, 
and God by occaſton of others fins doth ex- 
ecute that puniſhment, which he might not 
have done for his own. I anſwer, we are 
not enquiring into the bare capacity of 
puniſhing; but into the reaſon of it : 
was the reaſon of punithment his own 
or his fathers ſins? If his own, then he 
was puniſhed only for his own fins? if 
his fathers, then the puniſhment may be 
juſt which is inflicted without conlidera- 
tion of proper deſert of it; for no man 
(ay they) can deſerve to be puniſhed, 
but for his own fins. But it's faid, that 
the fins of Fathers are ouly an impulfrue 
cauſe for God to puniſh the Children accor- 
ding to the deſert of their own fins which 
be might otherwiſe have forborn to puniſh. 
Then, the ſins of the Fathers are no rea- 
ſou why the Children ſhould be punithed ; 
but their own fins are the reaſon, 'and 
ther Fathers the bare occaſion ot being 
puniſhed for them. But in Scriptare, 
the reaſon of puniſhment is drawn trom 
the Fathers fins, and not from the Chil- 
drens: For then the words would have 

L-1 run 


beret. pu- 
uit. l. 2.c. 
T0, 


Exod. 20.3. 


Alph aCa- Ard as Alphonſus a Caſtro obſerves, © 
ftrodejuſts A wi i ax ft bier ; 
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run thus, if the Children fin, and deſerny. 
puniſhment by their own iniquittes, then 
I will take occafion from their Fathers fins, 
to viſit their own inzquities upon them; 
Whereas the words referr to the Fathery 
fins as the reaſon of the Childrens puniſhs 
ment. So in the words of the Law 
wherein the reaſon of puniſhment ought 
to be molt expreſly aſtigned, 1t 15 not; 
I will certainly puniſh the Children if 


they continue in the Idolatry of their 
Fathers; but, 7 will vifit the fins of the 
Fathers upon the Children, unto the third 
and fourth Generation of them that hate 
me. It it were only becauſe of imitation 
of the Fathers ſins by the Children, there 
could be no reaſon for the limitation 
to the third and fourth Generation ; for 


then the reaſon of puniſhment wouldbe 


as long as the imztarzon continued, whe 
ther to the fourth or tenth Generation: 


the reaſon of puniſhment were the 
* imitation of their Fathers fins, then 
* the Children were not puniſhed for 
* their Fathers fins, but for their own; 
* for that imitation was a ſin of thelt 
* own, and not of their Fathers. Beſides, 
if the proper reaſon of puniſhment were 


the ſins of the Children, and the F _ 
ny 


| ftrultion. 
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fins only the occaſion of it, then where 
tis mentioned rhat Children are puniſh- 
ed for their Parents fins, the Childrens 
fins ſhould have been particularly ex- 
preſſed, as the proper cauſe of the puniſh- 
ment: But no other reaſon is aſſigned in 
the Law, but the fins of the Fathers, no 


other cauſe mentioned of Canaan's punith- Gen 9 25. 


ment, - but his Father's fin ; nor of the 


| puniſhment of the pcople in David's 2 Sam. 24. 


time, but his own fin; Lo, 7 have fin- '7 
xed, and I have doze wickedly, but theſe 
ſheep, what have they done > Which is no 
hyperbolical expreſſion, but the aſhgn- 
ing the proper caſe of that judgment to 
have been his own {, as the whole Chap- 


ter declares : Nor, of the hanging up of + Sam. :1. 
| Saul's ſons by the Gibeonites, but, that 5 


Saul their Father had plotted their de- 
And in an infiance more re- 
markable than any of thoſe which Cre/as 
anſwers; vz. the puniſhment of the 
people of Fadah, for the finsof Manaſſes 
in the time of Fofras; when a through 
Reformation was deſigned among them, 
the Prince being very good, and all the 
places of Idolatry deſtroyed, ſuch a Paſi- 
over kept as had not been kept before in 
the time of any King in , /ſrael, yet it 
then follows, Notwithſtanding the Lord 
L 4 turned 


152 


Of the $ ufferings 


2 Kin. 23. turned not from the fierceneſs of his greafÞ yar 


v.4 10.21. wroth, wherewith his anger was kindly 


Verſ. 22. 


Verſ. 26. 


» Chron. 
34- 33+ 


apainſt Judah, becauſe of all the provocath tha 
ens wherewith Manaſſes had provoked hip 
withal, Who can fay here, that the fig 
of Manaſſeh were only t the occaſion 
God puniſhing the people in the time 
Johas for their own ſins, witen their (in 
were much lefs in the time of Jofaffl per 
than in any time mentioned before, 4 {ce 
ter their lapſe into 7dolatry ? Nay, itil pu 
expreſly ſaid, That Foſiah rook away dſl te: 
the abominatioas out of all. the count (y 
thit pertained to the Children of Tiral 8 th 
and made all that were preſent im Iſl nc 
to ſerve, even to ſerve the Lord thn m 


God. And all his days they departed mW di 


from following the Lord God of their Fel w 
thers : To ſay, that th.s was done inhxM hi 
pocriſie, e, and bare outward compliana by 
is to ſpeak without book ; and it there-M C 
ſon of ſo {ſevere puniſhments had beafl {; 
their hypocrifie, that ought to hajt 

been mentioned; but not only her nm 


' but afterwards it is ſaid, thar the real p 


of God's deſtroying Judah, was for th tl 
fins of Manaſſeh, viz. his Idolatries an} G 


2 Sar; 24. Murther, which i it is {4jd, 2he Lord wil n 


3, 4- 


not pardon. Andif he would not pardonfl fi 
then he did puniſh for thoſe 2s. | I 
rel 
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barely as the occaſzon, but as the merito- 
rious cauſe of that puniſhment. 
ſhall we ſay then? Did the people in Fo- 


What 


ah's time, deſerve to be puniſhed for 


the ſins of Manaſſeh, Grandfather to Fo- 
fab 2 Or was God fo highly provoked 


with thoſe ſins, that although he did 
not puniſh Mazaſſeh himlelt upon his re- 


pentance, yet he woul:i let the world 


ſe how much he abhorred them, by 
puniſhing thoſe fins upon the people af- 
terwards ; although according to the u- 
ſual proportion of fins and puniſhments, 
the ſins of the people in that age did 
not exceed the fins of other ages, as 
much as the puniſhments they ſufſered, 
did exceed the puniſhments of other ages: 
which is neceſlary according to Crel/us 
bis Dotrine ; for if God never puniſheth 
by occaſion of their Fathers fins, the 
Children beyond the deſert of their own 
{ms; then it is necellary, that where judg- 
ments are remarkably greater, the ſins 
mult be ſo too; thecontrary to which is 
plain in this in{tance. By which weſce, 
that it is not contrary to the Juſtice of 
God in puniſhing, to make the puniſh- 
ment of ſome on the account of others 
lins, to exceed the deſert of their own ; 
meaſuring that deſert, not ina way com- 
mon 
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mon to all fin, but when the defer God 
of ſome ſins 1s compared with the &Kve 
ſert of others: For it is of this latter wſlqg4rþ 
ſpeak of, and of the method which Gal phair 
uſeth in puniſhing fin here, for the'&of, } 
monſtration of his hatred of it, accor-Wyer | 
ding to which the greateſt puniſhmenthe 
muſt ſuppoſe the greateſt ſins, eithaWWthat 
of their own, or others which they ſabW ins, 
fer RE. then 

VII. But hath not God declared, Thi becs 
he will never puniſh the Children for th lim 
Fathers fins? for the ſoul that finnethitÞ vity 
ſhall die; the ſon ſhall not bear the ni Our 
quity of the Father, &c. To which1Þ we / 
anſwer, Theſe words are to be confide-Mf 31. 
ed, as an anſwer to a complaint maitll be h: 
by the Jews, ſoon after their going into} !9pu 
Captivity, which they imputed to Gods ut 
ſeverity in puniſhing them for their {*Þ awd! 
thers fins. Now the complaint wiſhmm 
either true or falſe; if it 'were tri, ad 
then though this was looked upon uſÞ but 
oreat ſeverity in God, yet it was WE Wh 
injuſtice in him ; for though God ny mE 
act ſeverely, he cannot a&t unjuſtly:Þ© of i 
If it was falfe, then the anſwer IJ lad 
been an abſolute denial of it, as 4 mak 
thing repugnant to the Juſtice of GPordi 
Which we do not find here, bot'Y fins 


of CHRIST. 


God faith: unto them, v. 3. Te ſhall xot 
> (luve occafton any more 10 uſe this Pro- 
r weltherþ i» Uracl: if the thing had been 
plainly unjuſt, which they complained 
e&of, he would have told them, they ne- 
ceo-llyer had occaſion to uſe ir. But we find 
nensMthe Prophers telling them before-hand, 
itheWthat they ſhould ſutter for their Fathers 
y (ob fins, Jer. 15. 3, 4. where he threatens 

them with deſtruction and baniſhment, 
Th becauſe of the ſus of Manaſſeh in Feruſa- 
or tf ew; and in the beginning of the capti- 
ethitÞf vity they complain of this, Lam. 5. 7. 
e n+ Our Fathers have finned, and are not, and 
wich 1] ve have born their znzquities. And Fer. 
\ider- Ml 31. 28. God fairh by the Prophet, that 
mal be had watched over them to pluck up, and 
g into I 19 pull down, and to deſtroy, and to affiid : 
Gods but that be would watch over them to build, 


eir +I and to plant, and in thoſe days they ſhall ſay Jer. 31-29, 


wal more, the Fathers have eaten ſowre grapes *” 

true WW and the Childrens teeth are ſet on edge ; 
on Pl but every one ſball die for his own iniquity. 
as m1} Which place is exactly parallel with this 
J miſſy 0 Ezekiel, and gives us a clear account 
uftly:Y of it, which is, that now indeed God 
r Had tad dealt very ſeverely with them, by 
, 451 making them ſuffer beyond what in the 
' Gi ordinary courſe of his providence their 


t- that] fins had deſerved; but he puniſhed them 
God | not 
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not only for their own fins, but the ſy 
of their Fathers : But leit they ſhowlf 
think, they ſhould be utrerly conſuqy 
for their iniquities, and be- no longer 
people enjoying the Land which Godhlff; 
promiſed them, he tells them by thePy 
phets, though they had ſmarted ſo mug 
by reaſon of their Fathers 11ns, this 
verity ſhould not always continue upy 
them ; but that God would viſit they 
with his kindneſs again, and would phy 
them in their own Land, then thy 
ſhould fee no reaſon to, continue th 
Proverb among them, -for they woul 
then find, Though their Fathers had eat 
ſowre grapes,their teeth ſhould not be alugy 
ſet on edge with it, Andif we obſerves, 
the occaſion of the Proverb, was at 
cerning ths Land of Iſrael, »8w'noWs 
ſupra terra 1ſrael, as the Chaldee Paw 
phraſArenders it more. agreeable toil 
Ezek.18.2, HZebrew, than the other Verſions do. v 
that the Land of Iſrael was the occalil 
of the Proverb, by their. being baniſl 
out of it for their Fathers ſins. Now Gul 
tells them, they ſhould haye no mor | 
occaſion to uſe this Proverb concernwf 
the Land of Iſrael ; for.they, notwitt 
ſtanding their Fathers fins, ſhould retul 
into their own Land. And. even dur 


aff the continuance of their captivity, they 
if hould not undergo ſuch great ſeverities 
al for the future, but they ſhould find their 
x condition much more tolerable than they 
imagined ; only, if any were guilty of 
greater fins than others, they ſhould 
themſelves ſuffer for rheir own taults, but 
he would not puniſh the whole Nation 
ll for them or thcir own Poſterity. This 
| take to be the genuine meaning of this 
pace; and | the rather embrace it, be- 
cauſe I find ſuch inſuperable difficulties 
in other interpretations that are given of 
it: For to ſay as our Adverſaries do, 
That what God ſaith, ſhould not be for the 
future, was repugnant to his nature and ju- 
ftice ever to do, 1s to charge God plain- 
ly with injuſtice 1n what he +had done : 
For the Prophets told them they ſhould 
WW ſuffer for the ſins of their Fathers : Which 
ſufferings were the ground of their com- 
plaint now, and the anſwer here given 
muſt relate to the occaſion of the com- 
pint; for God faith, They ſhould not 
have occaſion to uſe that Proverb: Where- 
n is implyed, they ſhould not have the 
fame reaſon to complain which they had 
My then, Idemand then, Do not theſe words 
Wh imply, That God would. not do for the 
oF future with them, what he had done be- 


fore + 
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© implied, that Gods ways would be unequal, Bret. 18. 

h if he ever did otherwiſe than he there ſaid *5- 

Þ he would do 2 No, it is not, if by equal he 

of meant je, for his ways never were, or 
-@M can be ſo unequal ; but here if it betaken 
+ with a reſpec to the main diſpute of the 

Ef Chapter, no more 1s implied in them, 

lf but that they judged amiſs concerning 

Ml God's ations, and that they were jult, 

"6 when they thought them not to be fo: 

M or if at leaſt they thought his ways ve- 

W ry ſeverc, though juſt, God by remit- 

"fl tiog of this ſeverity, would ſhew that he 
wasnot only juſt, but kind ; and ſo they 
would find bis ways equal, that is, always 
zpreeable to themſelves, and ending in 
kindneſs to them, though they hitherto 
were ſo ſevere towards them in their ba- 
niſhment and captivity. Or if they te 
taken with a reſpect to the immediate 
occaſion of them both, Ezek. 18.—33. 
They do not relate to this diſpute abour 

. well Childrens ſuffering for their Fathers fins ; Exek. 3. 

40 Put to another, which was concerning 2*- 
a righteous mans finning and dying in 
lus fins, and a wicked mans repenting, 
ad living in his righteouſneſs ; which 

wh vere directly contrary to the common 
OP1010n of the Fews to this day, which 

s that God will judge men according 
to 
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to the greateſt number of their aCtiong 
good or bad: as appears by Maimonidy 
and others. Now they thought it aye 
ry hard caſe, for a man who had bee 
righteous the far greateſt part of his timg 
if he did at laſt commit iniquity, thathy 
tormer righteouſne!s ſhould 1ignifie ny 
thing, but he muſt die in his iniquity, 
To this therefore God anſwers, that 
was only the inequality of their own 
ways, which made them think Godj 
ways 1n doing ſo unequal. 'This the 
doth not make it unequal, for God & 
ther to puniſh men, upon the occaſioq, 
or by the deſert of other mens fins, ſup 
poling ſuch a conjunCtion between them, 
as there is in the fame body of peoph, 
to thoſe who went before them. And 
Crellius himſelf grants, © That Sociwy 
ſea. 15. © never intended to prove, that one mais 
SM * ſuffering tor anothers fins wasunjult 
verance of © it ſelf, from this place : no, not thouph 


the guilty © we take it in the ſtricte(l ſenſe, for one 
by the ſut- cc 


Crell. c. 4. 


" te » - P' | | 
ſings of ſuffering inthe itead of another. "} 
an inno- VIII Having thus far declared, howat 
cent per- jt js agreeable to God's Juſtice, ro punilh 


fon by his 


own c<on- any perſons either by reaſon of his dom 


ſent,maks nion, or the conjun-tion of perſons, kf 


_— the ſins of others, and conſequently wht 
ment un- ther any puniſhment may be undergomNF* 
juſt. jul 


IIA . * 


th nion in men without it. 
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jaſtly beyond the proper deſert of their 
Ef own fins, | now return to the conſent of 


Mankind'in it, on ſuppoſition either of a 


E near conjunAtion, or a valid conſent 


which muſt make- up the want of domis 
And the que- 
tion ſtill proceeds upon the ſuppoſition 
of thoſe things, that there be a proper 
dominion in men over that which they 
part with for others ſakes, and that they 
d it by their free conſent ; and then we 
juſtifile it not to be repugnant to the 
principles of Reaſon and Juſtice, for any 
to ſuffer beyond the deſert of their own 


ations. And Cre//zus his ſaying, that 


ſuch a puniſhment 1s true puniſhment, 
but not juſt, is no anſwer at all to the 
conſent of Nations that it is ſo. And 
therefore finding this anſwer inſufficient ; 


161 


be relies upon another, viz. ** That it Crell. c. 4: 
* was never received by the conſent of 7-39-32: 


- Nations, that one man ſhould ſuffer in 
the ſtead of another, ſo as the guilty 


| ſhould be freed by the others ſuffering; 


| For, he ſaith, neither Socinus nor he 
_ Godeny that one man may be puniſh- 
ed for anothers ſins; but that which 


; they deny is, that ever the innocent 

|, vere puniſhed fo as the guilty were 

. freed by it; and ſo he anſwers, 
M 


10 the 
* caſe 
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caſe of Hoſtagesand Sureties, their py 
** niſhment did never excuſe the offendey 
** themſelves. And to this purpoſe he ſaith 
* Socinus his argument doth hold goal, 
* that tho' one mans money may become 
* anothers, yet one mans ſufferings cp 
* not become anothers: For, ſaith he,i 
* could, then it would be all one whoſib 
* ſered, as it is who pays the money du; 
* And then the offender. muſt be preſen 
* ly releaſed, as the Debtor is upon pap 
* ment of thedebt. This is the ſubſtang 
of what is ſaid by him upon this Argy 
ment. To which I reply ; 1. That th 
\ gives up the matter in diſpute at preſet 
between us; for the preſent queſtions 
Whether it be unjuſt for any one to ſufle 
beyond the deſert of hisown actions?16, 
faith Cre/ius, it is, in caſe he ſuffers ſo, 
that the guilty be freed by his ſufferings 
we are not enquiring, Whether it bejul 
for another perſon to be freed for a mai 
ſuffering for him? but whether it bejul 
for that man to ſuffer by his own conlet 
more than bis own aQtions, without tht 
conſent, deſerved? The releaſe of anotift 
perſon by vertue of his ſuflerings, 1 
matter of another conſideration. Doll 
the freeing or not freeing of another If 


cc 


luftcring, addany thing to the deſert# 
ſuffering! 
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ſuffering 2 He that being wholly inno- 


cent, and doth ſuffer on the account of 
anothers fault, doth he not ſuffer as «- 
deſervedly, though another be not freed, 
a5 if he were? As in the caſe of Fofta- 
gex or Sureties, doth it-make them at 


all the more guilty, becauſe the perſons 


they are concerned for, will be Puniſhed 
notwithſtanding, if they come under the 
power of thoſe who exaQted the puniſh- 
ment upon them, who ſuffered for them ? 
Nay, is not their deſert of puniſhment 
ſo much the leſs, in 2s much as the guil- 
ty are ftill bound to anſwer for their own 
offences? If we could ſuppoſe the guil- 


ty to be freed by the others ſufferings, 


it would be by ſuppoſing their guilt 
more fully tranſlated upon thoſe who 
ſuffer, and conſequently, a greater obli- 
eation to puniſhment following that 
gvilt, From whence it follows, that if 
it be juſt to puniſh, when the perſon is 
not deliver'd from whom the other ſuffers, 
tis more juſt when heis ; for the tran- 
ſlation of the penalty is much leſs in the 
former caſe, than in the latter; and what 
$ juſt upon leſs grounds of puniſhment, 
muſt be more juſt upon greater. I look 


on this therefore but, as a ſhift of Crelli- 
ws, hoping thereby to avoid the conſent 
M 2 of 
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of mankind in one mans ſuffering fg 
another, without attending to the main 
argument he was upon ; v/z. The juſtic 
of one perſon ſuftering for another. 2, | 
is 2 very unreaſonable thing, to makey 
ation unjuſt for' that, which of it fe 
is acknowledged by our Adverſaries ty 
be very juſt ; viz. The pardoning the 
offenders themſelves. If it were juſt t 
ſuffer, if the other were not pardonel 
and it were ju't to pardon, whether the 
other were puniſhed or no, how comg 
this ſuffering to be unjuſt, merely by th 
others being pardoned by it : nay, is 
not rather an argument, that thoſe {ub 
terings are the molt jult, which doh 
fully anſwer all theeads of puniſhments; 
that there is then no neceſſity that the 
oftender ſhould ſuffer ; but that the 
preme Governour having, obtained the 
ends of Government, by the ſuffering 
one {or the reſt, declares himſelf fo wel 
pleaſed with it, that he is willing to par 
don theofftenders themſelves. 3. Man 
of thoſe perſons who have had their {is 
puniſhed in others, have themſelves eſa 
ped the puniſhment due to the deſert d 
their ſins: As is plain in the caſe of 4 
hab, whoſe puniſhment was not ſo great 
as his fins deſeryed, becauſe the full pr 
niſhment 
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niſhment of them was reſerved to his 
Rerity. . If it be ſaid, as it 1s by Cre 


liu, That Ahabwas not wholly freed, his Crell.e 4: 


life being taken away for his own . fins: 
That gives no ſufficient anſwer ; for if 19. 
ſome part of the puniſhment was defer- 
red, that part he was delivered from ;- 
and the ſame reaſon in this caſe will hol 
for the whole as the part. As 1s plain 
in the caſe of Manaſſeh, and ſeveral 0- 
thers, the guilt of whoſe ſins were pu- 
niſhed on their poſterity, themſelves e- 
ſcaping it. 4 Our Adverfaries confeſs,that 
in ſome caſes it is lawful and juſt for ſome 
to ſuffer, with a deſign that others may 
be freed by their ſuffering for them. 
_ Thus they aflert, 7hat one Chriſtian, not 
only may, but ought to lay down his life for 
another, if there be any danger of his des 
nying the truth, or he judges him far more 
uſefull and confiderable than himſelf : ſo 
likewiſe a Son for his Father, one Brother 


for amther, or a Friend, or any, whoſe Crell cap.6: 
life he thinks more uſefull than his own, ®- 39. 


Now I ask, whether a man can be bound 
toa thing that is 2» its one nature unjuſt 
if not, as it is plain he cannot, then 
luch an obligation of one man to ſufter 
for the delivery of another cannot be 
unjuſt, and conſequently the ſuffering ir 
jf -M 3 ell 


Of the Sufferings 


ſelf cannot be ſo. But Crell;us ſaith; 
The injuſtice in this caſe lies wholly upou 
the Magiſtrate who admits #t : but | ask, 
wherefore is it unjuſt in the Magiſtratg 
ro admit it? it is becauſe the-thing is in 
it ſelf unjuſt ? if fo, there can be no obls 
gation to do it; and it would be as grat 
a fin to undergo it, as in the Magiliraty 
to permit it; but if 1t be jult in it ſelf,we 
have obtained what we contend for, vx; 
that it may be juſt for a man to ſuffer 
beyond the deſert of his own ations; for 
he that lays down his life for hisBrethren, 
doth not deſerve by his own actions that 
very puniſhment which he undergos, 
And if the thing be in it ſelf juſt, hoy 
comes 1t to be unjulit in him that permits 
it? 5. Thereaſon why among men the te 
ottenders themſelves are way Ary isbe B 
cauſe thoſe were not the terms, upon | fu 
which the perſons ſuffered. For if they I te 
had ſuffered upon theſe terms thar the | 
other might be freed, and their ſuffering. tt 


was admitted of by the Magiſtrate on £ 4a 
that conſideration, then in all reaſonand Þ ft 
juſt:cerhe oftenders ought to be freed on | 6 
the account of the others ſuffering fot | n 
them. But among men the chief reaſon | # 
of the obligation to puniſhment of ons | 2 
man for another, is not, that the othet | 
Or gn ny Re ng 


LIM] - 1994 


of CHRIST. 


might be freed, but that there may be 
ſecurity given by the publick, that the 
offenders ſhall be puniſhed : and the rea- 
{on of the Sureties ſuffering is not to de- 
liver the offender, but to ſatisfie the Law, 
by declaring that all care is taken that 
the offender ſhould be puniſhed, when in 
aſe of eſcape, the Surety ſuffers for him. 
But it is quite another thing when the 
perſon ſufters purpoſely that others might 
be freed by his ſuffering , for then in 
cle the ſuffering be admitted, the re- 
leaſe of the other is not only not unjuſt, 
but becomes due to him rhat ſuffered, on 
his own terms. Not as though it follow- 
ed ipſo fatto as Crelius fanſies, but the 
manner of releaſe doth depend upon the 
terms which he who ſuffered for them, 
ſhall make in order toit. For upon this 
ſuffering of one for another upon ſuch 
terms, the immediate conſequent of the 
ſuffering is not the anal diſcharge but 
the r7ght to it which he hath purchaſed ; 
and which he may diſpenſe upon what 
terms he ſhall judge moſt for his honour. 
6. Although one perſons ſufferings can- 
not become anothers ſo as one mans Mo- 
vey may; yet one mans ſufferings may be 
2 ſufficient conſideration on which a be- 
nefit may accrue to another. For to 
M 4. that 


Crell, ib. 
ſef. 28. 
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that end a Donation, or ſuch a transfex, 
ring right from one to another as is jp 
Money, is not necellary, but the accey, 
tation which it hath from him whohath 
the power to pardon. If he declare.thy 
he is fo well pleaſed with the ſuffering 
of one for another, that in con(ideratiq 
of them, he will pardon thoſe from whan 
he ſuftered ; where lies the impollibiliy 
or unreaſonablenets of the thing 2 Fg 
Crellius grants, that rewards may be giun 
to others than the perſons who did the aft 
0ns in conſideration of thoſe altions ; and 
why may not the ſufferings of onefy 
others, being purpoſely undertaken fp 
this end, be available for the pardond 
thoſe whom he ſuffered for ? For a ma 
can no more transfer the right of hy 
g00d ations, than of his ſufferin 


From all which it follows,that one peria 


may by his own conſent, and being at 
mitted thereto by him to whom theright 
of puniſhing belongs, ſuffer juſtly; tho 
it be beyond the deſert of his own aft 
ons; and the guilty may be pardoned 
the account of his ſufferings. Whit 


was the fir{t thing we deſigned to prove 
from Crellizs, in order to the overthrow || 


ing bis own hypotheſis. For it being col 
felled by him that ſuch ſufferings "wy 
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all that belongs to the nature of puniſh- 
ments,and ſince God hath juſtly puniſhed 
ome for the ſins which they have not 
committed ; ſince all Nations have al- 
lowed it- juſt for one man by his own 
conſent to ſuffer for another ; ſince it 
cannot be unjuſt for the offender to be 
releaſed by anothers ſufferings, if he 
were ad mitted to ſuffer for that eng, it 
evidently follows, contrary to Cre//ius 
hismain Principle, tnat a perſon may be 
juſtly puniſhed beyond the deſert of his own 
ations :- And ſo that firſt argument of 
Crelius cannot hold, that one man cau- 
mt by bis own conſent ſuffer for another, be- 
cauſe no. man can deſerve anothers puniſh- 
ment, and no puniſhment is juſt but what 
s deſerved, His ſecond argument from 
the nature of anger and revenge hath 
been already anſwered in the firft Dil- 
courſe about the nature and ends of pu- 
niſhments, and his third argument, that 
one mans puniſhment cannot become ano- 
thers, immediately before. And ſo we 
have finiſhed our firſt conſideration of 
the ſufferings of Chriſt in general, as a 


| puniſhment of our fins, which we have 
| thewed to be agreeable both to Scriprure 


and Reaſon, 
CHAP. 
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CHAP. IV. th 


. The Death of Chriſt conſidered as 
Expiatory Sacrifice for fin. II. Wha 
the expiation of fin was by the Sacriþ 
ces under the Law; twofold, Civil an 
Ritual. The Premiſes made to the 

ander the Law of Moſes, reſpeded they 
as a People, and therefore muſt be tow 
poral. The typical nature of Sacrifith 
aſſerted. 1IT. 4 ſub{titution in the Bt 
pratory Sacrifices under the Law, prom 
from Lev. 17.11. and the Conceſſiond 
Crellius about the fignification of an 
Joyned with Jyuyis. Lev. 10. 17, th 
plained. The expiation of uncertan 
maurther proves a ſubſtitution. IV.AY wh 
ſubſtitution of Chriſt in our room provi | the 
from Chbriſt's being ſaid to die for w; | Cat 
the importance of that phraſe confident, tha 
V. Tuwhat ſenſe a Surrogation of Chrif Þ pro 
\ i#nour room waſſerted by us. VI. Oar kN the 
demption by Chriſt proves a ſubſtitutiin I thi 
VII. Of the true notion of Redemptim: | Sul 
that explained, and proved againſt 0} 1. 
cinus aud Crellius. No zeceſity of ay | Ext 
. ing the price to him that detains af} No 
tive, where the captivity 1s not h ir 


forth, 
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force, but by ſentence of Law. Chriſt's 
death a proper ute : and therefore 
the Yoerewos attributed to it, can- 
wt be taken for mere deliverance. 


E come now to conſider the The death 
death of Chriſt, as an Expiq- * bvriſt 
conſidered 


tory Sacrifice for the fins of us an Ex- 
mykind : Which is as much denied by PiatorySa- 


I7TI 


crifice for 


© that all rhings which do belong 
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our Adverſaries, as that it was a puniſh- 


E ment for our ſins. For though they do 


not deny, That Chriſt as a Prieſt did of- 
ferup a Sacrifice of Expiation for the ſins 
of men; yet they utterly deny, That this 
was performed on earth, or that the Expia- 
tion of fins did reſpedt God, but only us ; 
or, that the death of Chriſt, had any pro- 
fer eficacy towards the expiation of fin, a- 
» further thay as it comprehends init all 
the conſequences of his death, by a ſtrange 
Catachrefis. IT ſhall now therefore prove, 
to 2 
proper Expiatory Sacrifice, do agree to 
tle death of Chriſt. There are three 
things eſpecially conſiderable in it: r. A 
dubſtitution in the place of theOffenders. 
An Oblation of it to God. 3. An 
Expiation of fin conſequent upon it. 
Now theſe three, I ſhall make appear to 
gree tully to the death of Chriſt for us. 

fn - IT. A 
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Heb. 9.22. 


Crell, c. 10. 
[eJ, 14. 


Offenders. 


our Adverfaries are not willing to-yigl 
us, becauſe of the correſpondency wh 
is ſo plainin the Epiſtle to the Hebrew, 
between thoſe Sacrifices, and that whg 
was offered up by Chriſt. We now ſpaj 
only of thoſe Sacrifices, which wean 
ſure were appointed of old for the expi 
tion of ſin, by God himſelf. As to whid 
reat rule aſſigned by the Apoſtk 


the g | 
T hat without ſhedding of blood then 


was, 
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r. 4 Subſtitution in the place of th c 
That we are to prove,, iy the 

deſigned in the expratory Sacrifices up 
der the Law, and that Chriſt in his deat} © 
| for us, was ſubſtituted in our plag 
x. That in the expiatory Sacrificesyg 
der the Law, there was a Sub/titutiong 
them 7» the place of the Offenders. x 


” 
p 
+87.) 


was no remiſſion. If we yield Crelin Fl 


what he ſo often urgeth, viz. That th 
words are to be underſtood, of what mh (x 
done under the Law ; They will now ing 


the leſs ſerviceable to our purpoſe; i par 
thereby it will appear, that the men (4, 
of Expiation lay in the ſhedding of blo: 71, 
Which ſhews, that the very madam w, 
of the beaſt to be facrificed, was&}l 1;n 
ſened in order to the Expiation of || & 
To an inquiſitive perſon, the reaſoa.l inf 
the ſlaying ſuch multitudes of bealeh fr 


| 
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the Sacrifices appointed by God himſelf 
among the Fews, would have appeared 
arleſs evident than now it doth, fince 
the Author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews 
hath given us ſo full an account of them. 
Forit had been very unreaſonableto have 
thought, that they had been merely in- 
fituted out of compliance with the cu- 
foms of other Nations, ſince the whole . 
tſign of their Religion, was to ſeparate 
them from them: and on ſuch a ſuppo- 
tion the great deſign of the Epiſtle to 
the Hebrews ſignifies very little ; which 
doth far more explain to us the nature 
and tendency of all the Sacrifices in uſe 
among them, that had any reſpe& to 
theexpiation of fins, than all the cuſtoms 
of the Egyptians, or the Commentaries 
of the later Fews. But I intend not now 
to diſcourſe at large upon this ſubje&t 
of Sacrifices, either as to the nature and 
inſtitution of them 1n general, or with a 
particular reſpet to the Sacrifice of 
Chriſt, fince a learned perſon of our 
Church, hath already undertaken Crelius 
upon this Argument, and we hope &er 
long will oblige the world with the bene- 
it of his pains. I ſhall therefore only 
"fiſt on thoſe things which are necel- 
ry for our purpoſe, in order to the 

clearing 


Crell. c.10. yield Cre//ius what he after Socinuscy. 
Je#.13- tends for » viz. That the Sacrifice of Chi 
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clearing the Subſtitution of Chriſt in g 
ſtead, for the expiation of our ſingh þ 
his death ; and this we ſay was repy 
ſented in the expiatory Sacrifices, whig 
were inſtituted among the Jews. If 


was only repreſented in the publick ml 
ſolemn expiatory Sacrifices for the peo, 
and eſpecially. thoſe on the day of Atm 
ment ; We may have enough from tha 
to vindicate all that we aſſert, concey 
ing the expiatory Sacrifice of the bla 
of Chriſt. 

IT. For that thoſe were deſignedhy 
way of Subſtitution in the place ofthe 


by the Sa- offenders, will appear from the circup 


ſtances and reaſon of their Inſtitution 
But before we come to that, it willk 
neceſlary to ſhew what that Expiatin 
was, which the Sacrifices under thelan 
were deſigned for ; the not underſtand: 
iog of which, gives a greater force it 
our Adverfaries Arguinents, than other 
wiſe they would have. For while me 
aſſert, that the expiation was whollyt 
pical, and of the ſame nature with thit 
expiation which is really obtained by tit 
death of Chriſt, they eaſily prove, Th 
all the expiation then, was only declatt 
tint, 
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tive, and did no more depend on the ſacri- 
Þ fees offered, than on a condition required 
i by God, the neglect of which would be an 
aft of diſobedience in them ; and by this 
means it could repreſent , ſay they, #o 
more than ſuch an expiation to be by Chriſt ; 
viz. God's declaring that fins are expia- 
ted by him, on the performance of ſuch a 
condition required in order thereto, as lay- 
in; down his life was. But we alert 
another kind of expiation of ſin, by ver- 
tue of the Sacrifice being ſlain and offer- 
| ed; which was real, and depended up- 
on the Sacrifice : And this was twofold 
aCivil, and a Ritual expiation, accord- 
ng to the double capacity in which the 
people of the Fews may be conſidered, 
either as members of a Society, ſubſiſt- 
10g by a body of Laws, which according 
to the ſtrifteſt Sandton of it, makes 
death the penalty of diſobedience, Dev. 
27,26, but by the will of the Legiſlator, 
dud admit of a relaxation in many caſes, 
allowed by himſelf; in which he declares, 
That the death of the beaſt deſigned for 
a Sacrifice thould be accepted, inſtead of 
the death of the offender ; and fo the 
offence ſhould be fully expiated, as to 
the execution of the penal Law upon 
lim. And thus far, I freely admit what 
__ Grot11us 
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Gret 48a. Grotius aflerts upon this ſubjeQ, and dg{epi2! 
tief. £.10. yield that no other offence could be aWihe -/ 
piated in this manner, but ſuch whig{whic! 
God himſelf did particularly declayſ$40d ! 
ſhould be ſo. And therefore no fyſli"4 
which was to be puniſhed by cutting 
oft, was to be expiated by Sacrifice; 
wilfal Idolatry, Murther, &c: Whig j 
it is-impoſlible for thoſe to giye an 
count of, who make the expiation why 
ly typical ; for why then ſhould not thy 
greateſt ſins much rather have had fac 
tices of exptation appointed for them! 
becauſe the Conſciences of men woultf 
be more ſolicitous for the pardon 
_ greater than lefler fins; and the bloodaMF: 
Chriſt repreſented by them, was deſign 
ed for the expiation of all. From 
whence it is evident, that it was nott 
meer typical expiation ; but it did relate 
to the civil conſtitution among they 
But beſides this, we are to conſider tit 
people with a reſpect to that mode 
Divine Worſhip which was among them; 
by reaſon of which, the people were'td' 
be purified from the Jegal/ impuritls: 
which they contracted, .which hindred 
them from joyning with others in tt; 
publick Worſhip of God, and many & 
crifices were appointed purpoſely for tit 
EX plating 
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daftapiatiog this gal guilt, as particularly, 
+ Bitte aſhes of the red heifer, Numb. 19. 9. 
tiEyhich is there called a purification for fin. 
clas And the Apoſtle puts the blood of Bulls tteb.g.1s, 
\ Glad of Goats, and the aſhes of a heifer 13: 
tting ſprinkling the unclean, together ; and the 
ce of both of them, he faith, was z0 
OP ſanftifie to the purifying of the fleſh 
1a vhich implies, that there was ſome pro- 

1M pcr and immediate effect of theſe facri- 
* Wices upon the people at that time, 
«though infinitely ſhort of the effect of 
—Wihe blood of Chriſt upon the Coxſciences 
Wot men. By which it is plain, the Apo- 
Ml doth not ſpeak of the ſame kind of 
4 Wexpiation in thoſe ſacrifices, which was 
WO the Sacrifice of Chriſt, and that the 
os MI onewas barely typical of the other ; but 
- Ba diflerent kind of expzation, as far as 
+» W purifying the fleſÞ is from purging the Con- 
-Wcrence, But we do not deny, that the 
+ MYbole diſpenſation was Zypzcal, and that 
1.4 Law had a ſhadow of good things to Heb. 16:1. 
ran, We, and not the very image of the things, 
an + 2 dark and obſcure repreſentation, 
+>. F4dnot the perfect reſemblance of them. 
| Thereare two things which the Apoſtle 
, Fkrts concerning the Sacrifices of the 
Rv: Firſt, that they had an effect ups 
» $91 the Bodies of men, which he calls 


N purify 
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of the ſoul, conſidered with a reſpe$y 
the puniſhment of another life, whit 
he calls purging the Conſcience fromdy 
Heb. 9. 9. works; and therefore he faith, that 
10-4 the gifts and ſacrifices under the Im 
could not make him that did the ſera 
perfet, as pertaining to the Conſcing 
and that it was impoſſible that the bluds 
Bulls and Goats ſhould take away fin. 
that the proper expiation which w 
made by them, was civil and ritual, 
lating either tocorporal puniſhmengq 
to legal uncleanneſs, from whencell 
Apoſtle well proves the neceſſity 
higher Sacrifice to make expiation/ 
ſins, as pertaining to the Conſcience: 
that expiation among the Fews did mat 
to that Polity which was eſtabliſhed 
mong them, as they were a peoplel 
der the Government of a body of lai 
diſtin from the reſt of the world. A 
they being conſidered as ſuch, it i 
to enquire, whether they had only #] 
poral or eternal promiſes; for it wasl 
poſſible they ſhould have any other ti 
. temporal, unleſs we imagine, that # 
would own them for a diltiac pe 
in another World as he did in thus. "1 
wil 
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hall what Promiſes relate to a People as ſuch, 
muſt conſider them as a People, and in 
bl that capacity they muſt be the bleſſings 
wal of a Society, viz. peace, plenty, number 
El of People, length of days, ©c. But we 
a re far from denying that the general 
La principles of Religion did remain among 
wil them, Viz. that there is a God, and a re- 
ciew parder of them that ſeek him ; and all the 
wall Promiſes God made to the Patriarchs, 
-"Ml8 (id continue 1n force as 79 another Coun- 
try, and were continually improved by 
bl the PropheticalinſtruQtions among them. 
But we are now ſpeaking of what did re- 
uy ſet the people in general, by vertue 
of that Law which was given them by 
Moſes, and in that reſpe& the puniſh- 
ment of faults being either death or ex- 
dafon from the publick Worſhip, the 
Fl expiation of them, was taking away 
wh the obligation to either of theſe, which 
yg was the guilt of them in that confſidera- 
2 1100, 
* But doth not this take away the typical 
wy nature of theſe ſacrifices? No, but it 
much rather eſtabliſheth it. For as Socz- 
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I the type correſpondent to that which 
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wy #5 argues, © If the expiation was only gin. de | 
24M « . | . "1 ſervant. l.2. 
"y typical, there muſt 'be ſomething in 


. MF "'istypified by it. As the Brazen Ser- /g-c0p.2%. 
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& vent typified Chriſt, and the beng 


* which was to come by him, beey 


<* as many as looked up to it were ha 


* ed. And Noah's Ark is faid to hy forex 


* type of Baptiſm, becauſe as manyglf jze 


« entred into that were ſaved fromt 


* deluge. $0 Corinth. xo. the Apgll 


* faith, that thoſe things happeng 
* them in types, v. 11. becauſe the 
« vents which happened to them 


< repreſent thoſe which would fall uy 
So that 1 


« difobedient Chriſtians. 
make good the true notion of ah 


real then, and agreeable to thatdify 
fation, which doth repreſent an ej 


tion of a far higher nature, which 
to be by the Sacrifice of the Bloodd 


Chriſt. 


there | 
bition 
the 


that t 
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we muſt aſſert an expiatio» thatiyy 
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A ſubſti= 
tution 
prom 


om Lev. 


II. Which being premiſed, Icomet 
prove, that there was a /ub/titutim 
ſigned of the Beaſt to be ſlain andf 


pref] 


17.11, &c. ficedin ſtead of theoffenders themfgh 
Which will appear from Levzt. 19:1 
For the life of the fleſh is in the bw 
and I have given it you upon the Altay 
make an Atonement for your Souls; fil 
is the blood that maketh an AtoneWt 


Crell. «10, Fr the Soul. The utmoſt that Cre 


ſe#.g. would have meant by this place is, li 


f | 
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nhl here 15 4 double reaſon aſſigned of the prohi- 
al (3rion of eating blood, viz. that the life was 
ul: the blood,and that the blood was deſigned 

0 for exptation ; but he makes theſe wholly in- 
All dependent upon each other. But we fay, 
Ul that the proper reaſon aſſigned againſt the 
ou eating of the 4/00d, is that which is elſe- 
where given, when this precept 1s menti- 

ned, viz. that the blood was the life,as we 

ll may. ſee Ger. 9.4. Lev. 17.14. but to cone. 
frm the reaſon given, that the blood was 

nat of the life ; he adds, that God had given them 
D&E that upon the Altar for an atonement for 
mall their Souls : Sothe Arabick Verſion ren- 

i ders it, and therefore have 7 given it you 
won the Altar, viz. becauſe the blood is 

S the life. And hereby a ſufficient reaſon 

E 5given, why God did make choice of 

the blood for atonement, for that is ex- 

wal preſſed in the latter clauſe, for 7t 7s the 
blood that maketh an atonement for the 
Sul ; why ſhould this be mentioned 

Kane here, if no more were intended but to 
27.1 pe barely another reaſon why they 
© ould not eat the blood? what force is 

FJ tiere more in this clauſe to that end, 

; JO than in the foregoing? for therein God 
onewny tad faid, that he had given it them for an 
Fey 4ouement. If no more had been intend- 
A &, but the bare prohibition of common 

” N 3 uſe 
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uſe of the blood, on the account of jgff vxting 
being conſecrated ro ſacred uſe, ithylf-pith 
been enough to have ſaid, that the bly 
was holy unto the Lord, as it is in thff thros 
other inſtances mentioned by Crelliy with 

Exod. 3o. of the holy Ointment and Perfume, (yl yoſe, 

32> 33- no other reaſon 1s there given, wh ther 

' 1t ſhould not be profaned to commit of t! 

37: 39- uſe, but that it ſhould be holy for th Lors 
Lord, if therefore the blood had beafff then 
forbidden upon that account, therelwÞÞ in tl 
been no neceſfity at all of adding, tha aſl 
the blood was it that made atonement ſu ther 
the ſoul: which gives no peculiar || the 
ſon why they ſhould not eat the blog the 
beyond that of bare conſecration oft ÞÞ the 
to aſacred uſe; but if we conſider itz} the 
reſpeCing the firſt clauſe, viz. Forth I this 
life of the fleſh is in the blood, thenthan£ tho 
is 4 particular reaſon why the blo in! 
ſhould be for atonement, viz. becauſe th | an; 
life was in that ; and therefore when tht cri 
blood was offered, the life of the Ball vt 
was ſuppoſed to be given inſtead of tie} v3 
life of the offender. According totiut Þ pe: 
of Ovid, lv 

Ovid. Feſt. Fanc quimam wvobis pro meljore dams. | is 

{6 This will be yer made clearer by ane ÞÞ th 
ther inſtance produced by Cre/ius toe} O 
plain this, which is the forbidding i | on: 
eatin 
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t of bf eating of fat; which faith he, is joyned 
 1thylfÞ-pith this of blood, Levit. 3.17. It ſhall 
e bloolff je a perpetual Statute for your Generations, 
in th throughout all your dwellings, that ye eat 
wither fat nor blood. To the ſame pur- 
If poſe, Levit. 7. 23,25,26. Now no 0- 
ther reaſon is given of the prohibition 


or th Lords, Which was enough to keep 
1 beafl them from eating it. But we ſee here 
relulFÞ in the caſe of /ood ſomewhat further is 
, WF aſſigned, viz. that it was zhe life ; and 
ut jo therefore was moſt proper for expiation, 
r If the life of the beaſt being ſubſtituted in 
blood If the place of the offenders. Which was 
oft fl therefore called animalis hoſtia among 
tv the Romans, as Grotius obſerves upon 
or th this place, and was diſtinguiſhed from 
there Þ thoſe whoſe entrails were obſerved ; for 
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of the fat, but this, 417 rhe fat 7s the Lev. 3. 16. 


blod £Þ in thoſe Sacrifices as Servius ſaith, ſola Srwuim ad 


ſeth © avima Deo ſacratur, the main of the Sa- 
alle crifice lay in ſhedding of the &lood, 
Beal which was called the Soul ; and fo it is 
[ir C3) in this place. From whence it ap- 
that B pears that ſuch a ſacrifice was properly 

Yu avlt Juyis, for the ſame word wa) 
mw 8 15 uſed, both relating to the ood and 
ans & the ſoul, that is expiated by it : and the 
0& | LXX do accordingly render it, Jvuyne- 
; te } 0s ord; dipuce dls 55 and in the laſt 
N 4 clauſe, 


ned. 4. 
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clauſe, m3 5Þ dine air vii Yui ll 
Buſch. de- Ado, From whence Euſebius ealk 
monſt. E- theſe Sacrifices of living Creatures, ay [ 
Oh. " Juzee ÞavrarJuyis, and afterwards fait 


they were Avres 7 e2v)ay Cui; x, on 
Crell. c. 8. ue D USAce PUTE'G. And Crellius elle 
de where grants, that where zvli uw jojmd 
wox di11- with uy, it doth imply, that one duh 
$120) & yydergo the puniſhment which another ug 


5 os al. to have undergone, which is all we me 


rero ani= by ſubſtitution, it being done1n the phat 


memes of another, From whence it folloy 
vear;& fc that the Sacrifices under the Law bein 


id malum C.; PB 8 PP ily 1 
pup ae ſaid to be rn Juyrs, doth neceſſarily 


{ubemdum fer a ſubſtitution of them in the plz bel 
_—_— of the offenders. And from hence my th 
cn "ag be underſtood , what is meant by th; 


Goat of the Sin offering, bearing the mM bi 


quity of the Congregation, to make atm pe 
ment for them before the Lord, Levit.uo th 
17. for Crellius his ſaying, That beariſh w 
is as much as taking away, or declarmſyl ca 
that they are taken away, hath been p! 
ready diſproved : And his other anſyeſ it 


hath as little weight init; viz. That ht 
wot ſaid, that the ſacrifice did bear thinfi w 
mniquities, but the Prieſt: For, 1. Titi te 
Chaldee Paraphraſt, and the Syriack Ve L 
<4, fin, underſtand it wholly of the ſary bv 
ſeruat. Ls, fice. 2 Socinus himſelf grants, ThatNh tc 
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Þ + were ſaid, the Prieſt did expiate by 


be ſacrifices, it were all one as if it were 


ſaid, that the ſacrifices themſelves did ex- 


piate; becauſe the expiation of the Prieſt 
was by the ſacrifice, Thus it is plain in 
the caſe of uncertain murther, mention- 
ed Deut. 21. from the firſt to the tenth; - 
If a murther were committed in the Land, 
and the perſon not known who did it, a 
heifer was to have her head cut off by the 
Elders of the next City ; and by this means 
they were to put away the guilt of the in- 
went blood from among them : The rea- 
fon of which was, becauſe God had faid 


before, That blood defiled the Land, and Numb.35. 


the Land cannot be cleanſed of the blood 33: 
that is ſhed therein, but by the blood of 
bim that ſhed it. From whence it ap- 
pears, that upon the ſhedding of Blood, 
there was a guilt contracted upon the 
whole Land wherein it was ſhed, and in 
cale the Murtherer was not found to ex- 
pate that guilt by his own blood, then 
It was to be done by the cutting off the 
head of a heifer inſtead of him: In 
which caſe, the death of the heifer was 
todo as much towards the expiating the 
Land, as the death of the Murtherer if 
he had been found : And we do not con- 
tend, that this was deſigned t0 mw 
The 
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the Murtherers guilt (which is the Oh 


Crell.c.10. jeCtion of Crellius againſt this inſtance) 


ſes. 9. 


Deut. 21. 


but that a ſubſtitution here was appoin 
ted by God himſelf, for the expiation o 
the people: For what Cre/zus adds, Thi 
the people did not deſerve puniſhment, and 
therefore needed no expiation; it 154 ft 
contradiction tothe Text : For the praye 
appointed in that caſe is, Be merciful, ( 
Lord,unto thy people Iſrael, whom thouhal 
redeemed, and lay not innocent blood unt 
thy people Iſraels Charge, and the bid 
ſhall be expiated : for the fame word W 
is uſed here, which is in the other place 
where Expzation is ſpoken of. So that 
here muſt be ſome guilt ſuppoſed, where 
there was to be an expzation, and thi 
expiation was performed by the ſubſtite 
tion of a ſacrifice in the place of the 0 
fender. Which may be enough at pre 
ſent to ſhew, that a ſubſtitution was a& 
mitted by the Law, of a facrifice it 
ſtead of the offender, in order to the & 
piation of guilt ; but whether the offer 
der himſelt was to be freed by that 
crifice ; depends upon the terms on whidl 
the ſacrifice was offered ; for we fay lil, 
that ſo much guzlt was expiated, as the 
fcrifice was deſigned to expiate ; if tis 


facrifice was deſigned to expiate the gull 
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ofthe offender, his ſin was expiated by 


it; if not his, in caſe no Sacrifice was 
allowed by the Law, as in that of mur- 
ther, then the guilt which lay upon the 
Land was expiated, although the offen- 
der himſelf were never diſcovered. 

IV. Inow come to prove, that in cor- A ſubſti- 
reſpondency to ſuch a ſubſtitution of the (5,00 - 
herifices for fin under the Law, Chriſt our room 
was ſubſtituted in our room for the ex- Proves by 
ration of our guilt ; and that from his #,, uz. 
being ſaid to dze for us, and his death be- 
ing called a price of Redemption for us. 

1. From Chriſt's being ſaid to die for 
us. By St. Peter, For Chriſt hath alſo , pe+.,.18. 
once ſuffered for fins, the juſt for the un- 
jo; by whom he is alſo ſaid, zo ſafer , ,,.. x. 
1a nav, for us, and for us in the fleſh : 

By St. Paul, he is ſaid to die wap marrar, , c,. 
for all, and U-nze aor&av, for the ungodly, 14 
and togrve himſelf &v|i>uleo UTE? mravloev, mow. 5: 6 
aranſom for all, and, to taſt death ume 4 
mens, for every man : By Cataphas, ſpeak- | 
ng by inſpiration, he is ſaid 70 die ve Joh-it- 50: 
78 Ag, for the people. So Chriſt him- 
ſelf inſtituting his laſt Supper, ſaid, This Luke 22. 
is my body which was given, and my blood "9: 2: 
which was ſhed 5me viza, for you; and 
tefore he had faid, That the Son of man m1. a0. 
fame to gzve bis life Teo avn money, 33. 
a 


Col. 


x 7oh.3.16. 
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a ranſom for many. Weare now to cop; 
ſider, what arts our Adverſaries hays 
made uſe of to pervert the meaning of 
theſe places, ſo as not to imply a ſubſt 
tution of Chriſt in our room : 1. They 
ſay, That all theſe phraſes do imply w 
more than a fizal cauſe ; viz. That Chrif 
died for the good of mankind ; for the & 
poſtle tells us, We are hound to lay dom 
our lives for the Brethren, and St. Paul 


2s ſaid to ſuffer for the Church, To which 


I anſwer ; 1. This doth not at all d& 
roy that which we now plead for, vt, 
That theſe phraſes do imply a ſubſlits 
tion of Chriſt in our room : For when 
we are bid to lay down our {zves for ou 
brethren, a ſubſtitution 1s implied thete 
in; and ſuppoſing that dying for ans 
ther, doth ſignifie dying for ſome bene 
fit to come ro him, yet what doth this 
hinder ſub{iitution, unleſs it be proved, 
that one cannoc obtain any benefit fot 
another, by being ſubſtituted in his room. 
Nay, it is obſervable, that although we 
produce ſo many places of Scripture, it 
plying ſuch a ſubſtitution, they do not 
offer to produce one that is inconſiſtent 
with Chriſt's ſuffering in our ſtead; al 


that they fay is, That ime doth not a 
ways ſignifie ſo, which we neyer ſaid it * 
be 


 & when attributed to any other. 


LIRAT 4YAOAOA 


of CHRIST: 


whoſay, that Chriſt ſuffered Uni 2uuang- 
nav, not inſtead of our ſins, but by rea- 


ſen of them ; but we aſſert, that when 


one perſon is faid to die for others, as in 
the places mentioned, no other ſenſe can 
beſo proper and agreeable, as dying in 
the ſtead of the other. 


« implied in thoſe phraſes, when attri- 
© buted to Chriſt,above what they have 
And 
« therefore, he ſaith, it cannot be pro- 
© perly ſaid, That one Brother dies for 
« another, or that Paul ſuffered for the 
« Coloſtans, or for the Church, as Chriſt 
© may truly and properly be ſaid to ſuffer 
*and to die for us. And from hence, 


| * ſaith be, St. Paul ſaith, was Paul cruci- 1Cot.r.13. 


* fied for you? implying thereby, that 
© there never was or could beany, who 
* truly and properly could be ſaid to die 
* for Men, but Chriſt alone. How unrea- 
ſonable then is it, from the uſe ofa parti- 
ce as applied to others, to inferr, that it 
ought to be ſo underſtood, when applied 
toChriſt 2 when a peculiarity is acknow» 
kdged inthe death of Chriſt for us, more 
than ever was or could be in one mans 
dying for another. 3. It is not the 
bare force of the particle uz that we 
inſiſt 


2. HY0Cnus Nis Soc. de ſer- 
ſelf grants, © That there is a peculiarity 994245 
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inſiſt upon ; but that a ſab/#:tutzon couly 
not be more properly expreſſed, thanit 
is in Scripture, by this and other parts 
cles, for not only ute is uſed, but a 
Secin. is, £00: Which Socinus faith, Although 
may fignifie ſomething elſe befides in th 
ſtead of another, yet in ſuch places, when 
it is ſpoken of a ranſom or price, it fig 
fies the payment of ſomething which az 
owing before, as Matt. 17. 27. amn til 


z, 0s, and ſo he acknowledges, that whin | i 


redemption is ſpoken .of, there «vn dw 
imply a commutation, becauſe the pritei 
given, and the perſon recerved, which, hk 
ſaith, holds in Chriſt only metaphorical; 
for the redemption according to him b6 
ing only metaphorical, the commutats 
on mult be ſuppoſed to be ſo too. 
In what YV. And this now leads us to thelwr 
ſenſe alur- ver Anſwer of Crellius upon this arg 
rogation 4 
of Chriſt Ment. Wherein we ſhall conſider, whit 
in our he yields, what he denies, and upd 
ſerred by What reaſons. 1. He yields, and folk 
us. ſaith doth Socinus, very freely, a-comM 
= *-9- tation; butit is neceſſary that we ſhould 
/:4. 2. throughly underſtand whar he meansby 


it: to that end hetells us, That they ar 


knowledge a twofold commutation ; one i 


the perſon ſuffering, the kind of ſufferin, 
being changed,not al ually but intentionally, 
becauſe 
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becauſe we are not aftually freed by Chriſt 
dying for us, but only Chriſt died for that 
arts | evd, that we might be freed. And this 
a) | commutation, he faith, that Socinus doth 
hb # | mt deny to be implied in the particle ume, 
in the places where Chriſt is ſaid to die 
for u. - Another commutation, which he 
acknowledges, is, that which is between a 
price, and the thing or perſon which is 
bought or redeemed by it; where the price 
s paid, and the thing or perſon is recei- 
ved upon it. And this kind of commuta- 
tion, he faith, is to be underſtood in the 
places where dvn is mentioned ; which price, 
he faith, by accident may be a perſon; and 
| becauſe the perſon 1s not preſently delive- 


tation is rather imperfett than metaphori- 
eli | cal; and although, he faith, avn doth not 
rol | of it ſelf imply a commutation, yet he 
whit | grants, zhat the carcumſtances of the pla- 
upon | ces do imply it. 2. He denies, that there 


red, he therefore ſaith, that the commus 1b. ſe. 6. 


ſole | #5 any proper ſurrogation in Chriſt's dying 16. ſea. 7. 


mm for us, which, he ſaith, is ſuch a commu- 
zould | 7atton of perſons, that the ſubſtituted per- 
nsby Y ſon is in al reſpefts to be in the ſame place 
ey as | and ſtate wherein the other was ; and if 
one if | *t refers to ſufferings, then it is when one 
erim | ſuffers the very ſame which the other was 
xally, | 0 ſuffer, be being immediately delivered 
cauſe by 
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by the others ſufferings. And againſt thi 
kind of ſurrogation, Cre//zas neededngt 
to have produced any reaſons; for Grp 
tius never aſſerted it ; neither do welay, 
chat Chriſt ſuffered eternal death for u 
or that we were immediately freed 
his ſufferings. But that which Grotiy 
aſſerts, that he meant by ſubſtitution wy 
this, that unleſs Chriſt had died for us,;w 
muff have died our ſelves, and becau: 
Chriſt hath died, we ſhall not die etermy, 
But if this be all, ſaith Crelius, he mean 
by it, we grant the whole thing, and | 
complains of it as an injury for any to thi 
otherwiſe of them. If ſo, they cannotds 
ny but that there was a ſufficient caps 
city in the death of Chriſt to be madea 
expiatory Sacrifice for the fins of the 
world. But notwithſtanding all theſetai 
words, Crellius means no more than S+ 
cinus did ; and tho' he would allow the 
words which Grotzus uſed, yet not in tht 
ſenſe he underſtood them in ; for Creliu 
means no more by all this, but that ik 
death of Chriſt was an antecedent cond 
tiou to the expiation of fins in Heat, 
Grotius underſtands by them, that Chrif 
did expiate fins by becoming a Sacrifit 
for them in his death. However, fro 
hence it appears, that our Adverſarts 
Call 
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an have no plea againſt the death of 
Chriſt's being an expiatory Sacrifice 
(from want of a ſubſtitution in our room) 
fnce they pro'eſs themſelves fo willing 
to own ſuch a ſubſtitution. But if they 
ay, that there could be no proper ſub/tz- 
zation, becauſe the death of Chriſt was a 
lare condition, and no puniſhment, they 
then expreſs their minds more freely ; 
and if theſe places be allowed to prove 
z ſubſtitution, I hope the former diſ- 
courſe will prove that it was by way of 
puniſhment. Neither is it neceſſary, that 
the very ſame kind of puniſhment be under « 
cou in order to ſurrogation, but that it 
te ſufficient in order to the accompliſh- 
ng the end for which it was deſigned. 
For this kind of ſub/titution being in or- 
der to the delivery of another by 
t, whatever is ſufficient for that end, 
doth make a proper ſurrogation. For no 
moreis neceſlary tothe delivery of ano- 
ther perſon than the ſatisfying the ends 
do the Law and Government, and if that 
may be done by an equivalent ſuffering, 
though not rhe ſame in all reſpects, then 
tmay be a proper ſurrogation. If Da- 
vd had obtained his wiſh, that he had 
ed for his Son 4b/olom, it had not been 
eſlary in order to his Son's eſcape, 

O that 
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that he had hanged by the hair of his head 
as his Son did; but his death, thoughij 
other circumſtances, had been ſufficient 
And therefore when the Lawyers fay, 
ſubrogatum, ſapit naturam ejus in uy 

Covarru.3, locum ſubrogatur : Covarruvias tells us,i 

Tb. 1- ?- 1-35 to be underſtood, ſecundum primordiy 

ſeF, 4. n.3. : 

lem naturam non ſecundum accidentalen, 
from whence it appears, that all circug- 
ſtances, are not necellary to be the 
ſame in ſarrogation ; but that the ns 
ture of the puniſhment remain the 
ſame. Thus Chrif# dying for as, to deli 
ver us from death, and the curſe of the 
Law, he underwent an accurſed deat 
for that end; although not the ver 
ſame which we were to have undergon, 
yet ſufficient to ſhew, that he unde 

, went the puniſhment of our iniquities 
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order to the delivering us from it. And 


if our Adverſaries will yield us this, we 
ſhall not much contend with them abolt 
the name of a proper ſurrogation. 
Our Re- VI. But in the matter of Redemptin, 
demption or where @»!; 1s uſed, Cre/lius will by 
_—__ no means yield that there was a comtr 
ſubſticuti- #a7;0# of perſons between Chrift and uh 
on but all the commatation he will allow bent 
ws only a commutation between a thing, 010 


Crell.c. g. prince, and a perſon, Which he therelar 
cab alerts 


H ord 
erefore 
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ofſerts, that ſo there may be no neceſlj- 
ty of Chriſt's undergoing the puniſh- 
ment of ſin in order to redemption, be- 
cauſe the price that is to be paid, is not 
ſuppoſed to undergo the condition of the 
perſon delivered by it, Which will evi- 
dently appear to have no force at all, in 
caſe we can prove, that a proper re- 
&mption may be obtained by the pu- 
niſhment of one in the room of another 
for that punithment then comes to be 
the uTegy or price of redemption ; and 
he that pays this, muſt be ſuppoſed to 
undergo puniſhment for it. So that 
the commutation being between the pu- 
niſhment of one, and the other redeemed 
by it, here is a proper commutation of 
perſons implied in the payment of the 
price. But hereby we may lee that the 


| great ſubtilty of our Adverſaries is de- 


ſigned on purpoſe to avoid the force of 
the places of Scripture, which are ſo plain 
wainſt them : For when theſe places 
Where AuUTew and en are joyned toge- 
ther, are ſo clear for a ſubſtitution, that 
they cannot deny it; then they ay, by 
t15meant only a commuration of a price 
fora perſon ; but when the word 2wrecy » 
urged to prove a redemption purcha- 
kd by Chriſt, by the payment of a price 

Q 2 for 
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for it, then they deny that ure gy doth 
Ggnifie a proper price, but is only taken 
metaphorically ; and yet if it be for 
ken, then there can be no force in why 
Crellius faith, for a bare metaphorig] 
price may be a rea] puniſhment : Tyy 
things I ſhall then prove againſt Crelly 
x, That the AuTeo as applied to Chiif 
is to be taken in a proper ſenſe. 2. Thy 
although it be taken in a proper ſenk 
yet it doth not imply a bare commu 
tion of a price and a perſon, but a ſub 
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ſtirution of one perſon in the room 

another. | 
Of the VII. Both theſe will be cleared fro 
true nOtl- 


—_ the righr ſtating the notion of redens 


demption. Ption between our Adverfaries andu | 
For they will not by any means har 
any other proper notion of redemption 


but from captivity, and that by the pu 

ment of a price to him that did boldi 
captivity, and therefore becauſe Chriſt di 

zot pay the price to the Devil, there caul 

be no proper ſenſe either of the redm 

ption, or the price which was paid for 

This 15 the main ſtrength of all the ar 

Secin. d guments uſed by Socinus and Crelins,tt 
Jervat. 2+ enervate the force of thoſe places d 
AS Scripture which ſpeak of our redemput 
ſes. 11. byChriſt, and of the price which he Ao i 
orde! 
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order to it. But how weak theſe excep- 
tions are, Will appear upon a true exa- 
nication of the proper notion of Re- 
&emption, which in 1ts primary impor- 
tance ſignifies no more, than zhe obtain- 
ing of one thing by another as a valuable 
confideration for it. Thence redimere an- 
cently among the Lattins ſignified bare- 
ly to purchaſe by a valuable price, for 
the thing which they had aright to by it ; 
and ſometimes to purchaſe that which 
1 man hath ſold before, thence the pa- 
tum redimend; in contracts : till in 


| whatever ſenſe it was uſed by the Law- 
0M F 


yers or others, the main regard was, to 


| the conſideration upon which the thing 
| wasobtained, thence redimere delatorem y,;,, j 
fecunia, h. e. eum a delatione deducere ; 19. D. de 
ſo redimere litem ; and redemptor litis/** fie. 


was one that upon certain conſideration 
took the whole charge of a ſuit upon 
himſelf: and thoſe who undertook the 
arming of cuſtoms at certain rates, were 
alled redemptores veltigalium, qui re- 


dempturis auxiſſent veftigalia, faith Livy. 
And all thoſe who undertook any pub- p. 189. 


lick work at a certain price, redempro- 


res autiquitus dicebantur, ſaith Feſtus and 7a. unpi- 


Ulpian. From hence it was applied to a 
the delivery of any perſon from any in- 
3 convenience 
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convenience that he lay under, by ſome. 
thing which was ſuppoſed a valuable cop. 
{ideration for it. And that it doth ng 
only relate to captivity, but to any other 
oreat calamity, the freedom from which 
is obtained by what another ſuffers, 
is apparent from theſe two remarkabk 
Cic ep fam. Expreſſions of Cicero to this purpole, 
L 2.99.16. (4am quidem ego ((aith he, ſpeaking of 

the ſharpneſs of the time) 4 rep. mei 

privatis & domeſticis incommods libey 


Orat. pro tiſſime redemiſſem. And more expreſly 
Sylls, 7 
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turns orbis terre, urbem hanc denique, Oc, 


quinque hominum amentium ac perditormn 
pena redemi, Where it 1s plain, that 
redemption 1s nſed for the delivery « 
ſome by the puniſhment of others; na Þ 


from mere captivity, but from a 


calamity which they might have tallen I 


into, without ſuch a puniſhment « 
thoſe perſons. So vain 18 that aſſertion 


See. de ſer- of Socinus, Redimere, nihil aliud propric 
wat2.6.1- Gonificat, quam eu, captivum te mavilu | 
zllius, qui eum detinet, pretio alli aud | 


Noneceſ- liberare. LAN 
fiy ofpay- VIIL And yet ſuppoſing we thould 
—_ grant that redemption as uſed in ſacred 

Authors doth properly relate to captiu 


him that 
ty, there is no neceſſity at all of tht 


detains 


elſewhere, Ego vitam omnium civium, fl 
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which our Adverſfaries contend ſoearneſt- 
ly for, viz. That the price muſt be paid to 
him that detains captive. For we may very 
aſily conceive a double ſert of captivity, 
from whence a redemption may be ob- 
tained; the one by force, when a Cap- 
tive is detained purpoſely for advantage 
to be made by his redemption : and the 
other in a judicial manner, when the Law 
condemns a perſon to captivity, and the 
thing deſigned by the Law is not a meer 
price, but ſatisfaCtion to be made to the 
Law, upon which a redemption may be 
obtained ; now in the former caſe it is 


neceſſary, that the price be paid to the 
{ perſon who detains, becauſe the reaſon 
| of hisdetaining, was the expeation of 
"the price to' be paid ; but in the latter, 
| thedetainer 1s meerly the inſtrument for 


execution of the Law, and the price of 
redemption is not to be paid to him; 
but to thoſe who are moſt concerned in 


| the honour of the Law. But Cre//zus Crell. c. 8. 
objects, that the price can never be ſaid/* ** 


to be paid to God, becauſe our redemption 
8 attributed to God as the author of it, 
ad becauſe we are ſaid to be redeemed 
for his uſe and ſervice, now, ſaith lie, the 
price can never be paid to him for whoſe 
ſervice the perſon is redeemed. But all 
Q 4 this 
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this depends upon the former miſlake,z; 
though we ſpake all this while of ſuchy 
redemption, as that is of a Captive by 
force; in whom the detainer is no fur: 
ther concerned, than for the advantapy 
to be made by him ; and in that caſethe 
price muſt be paid to him who detaing 
becauſe it would otherwiſe be unſucceſs 
ful for his deliverance : but in caſe of 
captivity by Law, as the effect of dife 
bedience, the Magiſtrate who 15 concer- 
ned in the life of the perſon, and his fy 


ture obedience may himſelf take car if 
that ſatisfaction may be given to the Þ 
Law for his redemption, in order to his 


future ſerviceableneſs. From hence ye 


ſee both that the Auregv is proper in thy 
caſe of our redemption, and that it s| 


not a meer commutation of a price ſor 1 


perſon, but a commutation of one perſon | 
ſuffering for others, which ſuffering be 


ing a puniſhment in order to fatisfaCtion 


is a valuable conſideration, and therefor þ 
a price for the redemption of others by 


it. Which przce in this ſenſe doth imply 
a proper ſubſtitution ; which was tit 
thing to be proved. Which was the fil 
thing to be made good concerning tlic 
death of Chriſt being a ſacrifice for (11, 


viz, that there was a ſubſtitution «l 
Chriſt 
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Chriſt in our ſtead as of the ſacrifices of 


od under the Law ; and in thisſenſe the 
death of Chriſt was a proper 2wrTegy or 
price of redemption for us. Nothing 
then can be more vain, than the way of 
our Adverſaries, to take away the force 
of all this, becauſe 2772vTewn; 3s ſome- 
times taken for a meer deliverance with- 


| out any price, Which we deny not ; but 


the main force of our argument is from 
the importance of 27WTewang, where the 
reg 15 mentioned ; and then we ſay 


| that 2T0AUTewng When applied to fins, 
| ſpnifies expiation, ( as Heb. 9. 15. 5s 
| dmWTewoy 
| applied to perſons, it ſignifies the deli- 


64Nwy,) but when 


verance purchaſed by the auTegr, which 


| isnot to be conſidered as 8 bare price, or 
| thing given, but as a thing undergone 
| norder to that deliverance: and is there- 


forenot only called AuTeor, but dv1iAureo 


| too, which Cre//ias confeſleth doth im- 


ply a commutation, and we have ſhewed, 


| doth prove a ſubſtitution of Chriſt in 


our place, 
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CHAP. V. wh 


I. The notion of a ſacrifice belongs to th to 
death of Christ, becauſe of the Oblatin | #%: 
made therein to God. Crellius bis ſeu S- 
of Chrift's Oblation propoſed. WI, 4h #® 
gain#t him it is proved, that the Prie. ff V 
ly office of Chriſt had a primary reſpettn | ® 
God, and not to us. Expiatory Sauer  E 
fices did divert the wrath of Gl h © 
fl. Chriff not a bare Metaphirial ® 7 
High-Prieſt. \V. Crellius deſtroys th | * 
Prieſthood of Chri$# by confounding it | * 
with the exerciſe of his Regal Power, | * 
V. No proper expiation of fin belon | * 
to Chriſt in Heaven, if Crelliush | * 
Dofrine be true. VI. Epheſ. 5.1. / 
proves the death of Chriſt an Expiat» | * 
ry Sacrifice, and an Oblation to'Gu, # 
The Phraſe of a ſweet-ſmelling. | * 
vour, belongs to expiatory Sacrificet; | * 
Crellius his groſs notion of it. VII. Hs Y * 
miſtakes about the kinds of Sacrifitts, 
Burnt-offerings were Expiatory Sacrife | © 
ces both before and under the Law. 4 
new diſtribution of ſacrifices propoſed. 
VIII. What influence the mattation of 
the Sacrifice had on Expiation. The 

_ High 
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High Prieft only to ſlay the Sin-offer- 


ing on the day of Atonement ; from 

whence it is proved, that Chriſt's Prieſt= 

hood did not begin from his entrance in- 

"th to Heaven. The matlation in Expia- 

ati tory Sacrifices no bare preparation to a 

ſens (| Sacrifice, proved by the Fewiſh Laws, 

"4 and the cuſtoms of other Nations. IX. 

ref. | Whether Chriſt's Oblation of himſelf 
fn once to God, were in Heaven, or on 

ar Earth? Of the proper notion of Obla- 

Grd Þ © tions under the Levitical Law. Se- 
rica 8 eral things obſerved from thence to 
Sth | our purpoſe. X. All things neceſſary 
with 04 legal Oblation, concurr in the death 
ower of Chriſt, XI. Hs entrance into Hea- 
lows | 22% hath no correſpondency with it ; if 
1h | the blood of Chriſt were no Sacrifice for 
5. | fin. In Sin-offerings for the People, 
pate. | the whole was conſumed; no eating of 
God, the Sacrifices allowed the Prieſts, but 
5k # thoſe for private Perſons. XII. 
feet; | Chriſt's exerciſe of Power in Heaven, 
' Hh #1 no ſenſe an Oblation to God. XII. 
ifee, | Crellius, his ſenſe repugnant to the cir- 
rife |  cumſtances of the places mn diſpute. 
. 4 MIV. Objedttons anſwered. 
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Of the 
Oblation 
made by 
Chriſt un- 
to God, 
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L HE ſecond thing to prove the 
death of Chriſt a Sacrifice fy 
ſin, is the Oblatzon of it to Gy 

for that end. © Grotius towards thecon. 


- © cluſion of his Book, makes a twofold 


* oblation of Chriſt, parallel to that of 
* the Sacrifices under the Law, the firf 
* of MaQation, the ſecond of Reprs 
« ſentation ; whereof tlie firſt was done 
* in the Temple, the ſecond in the Ho 
* ly of Holies; fo the firſt of Chriſtwy 
* on Earth, the ſecond in Heaven ; the 
* firſt is not a bare preparation to a $ 
* crifice, but a Sacrifice: the latter not 
* ſo much a Sacrifice, as the commemo- 
* ration of one already paſt. Where 
© fore, ſince appearing and interceeding 
* are not properly ſacerdotal as, an 
* further than they depend on the 
* cacy of a ſacrifice already offered, he 
** that takes away that Sacrifice, doth 


.* not leave to Chriſt any proper 


Cxrell. c.10. 


Jei3. 45: 


* Prieſthood, againſt the plain authori 
" ty of the Scripture, which aligns to 
* Chriſt the office of a Prieſt diſtind 
* from that of a Prophet and a King 
To which Crellias replies: That the ex 
pration vi fin doth properly belong to whit 
Chriſt doth in Heaven ; and may be «þ 


plied 


into 1 
latio; 
but 1 
the | 
aljo. 
whil 
by / 
whe! 
Peo 
be 7 
ced: 
cha 
For 
Sr 
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plied to the death of Chriſt only, as the 
anditios by which he was to enjoy that 

ywer in Heaven, whereby he doth expiate 16. ſe. 55. 
fins; bat the Prieſt was never ſaid to ex- 

yate fins when he killed the beaſt, but 

vhen the blood was ſprinkled or carried 

into the Holy of Holies, towhich the Ob- 

lation of Chriſt in Heaven does anſwer : 


but maftation, ſaith he, was not proper to 1b.ſef.q7. 


the Prieſts, but did belong to the Levites 
dſo. And Chriſt was not truly a Prieſt, n.ſe8. 53. 
phile he was on Earth, but only prepared 
ly his ſufferings to be ore in Heaven, 
phere by the perpetual care he takes of his, -.g .. 
Prople, and exerciſing his power for them, $:8. 56. 
le is ſaid to offer up himſelf, and inter- 
cede for them, and y that means he diſ- 
chargeth theOffice of a High Prieſt for them, 
For his Prieſtly Office, he faith, 72s never 2» 
Scripture mentioned as diſtint from his 
Kingly, but is comprehended under it ; and 
the great difference between them is, that 
me is of a larger extenſion than the other 
is, the Kingly Office extending to puniſh- 
ing, aud the Prieſtly only to expiation. 
This is the ſubſtance of what Cre/ius 
more at large diſcourſeth upon this ſub- 
FA. Wherein he aſflerts theſe things. 
That the Prieſtly Office of Chriſt doth 
not in reference to the cxpiation of ſins 
reſpet 


That the 
Prieſtly 
Office of 
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reſpe& God but us; his Interceſſion ang 
Oblarion wherein he makes the facerds 
tal function of Chriſt to conſiſt, being 
the exerciſe oz his power for the goodef 
his People. 2. That Chriſt did offs 
up no Sacrificeof expiation to God y 

Earth, becaule the mattatzon had no re 
ference to expiation, any other than as4 
preparation for it; and Chriſt not yet 
being conſtituted a ZZigh Prieſt till after 
his Reſurre&tion from the dead. 4&4. 


gainſt theſe two aſſertions I ſhall diret | 


my following diſcourſe, by proving, 
1. That the Prieſtly Office of Chriſt had 
a primary reſpect to God, and not to 
us. 2, That Chriſt did exerciſe thi 
Prieſtly Office in the Oblation of him 
{elf to God upon the Croſs. 

II. x.That the Prieſtly Office of Chriſt 
had a primary reſpe& to God, andmtt 


Chriſt had 4s ; Which appears from rhe firſt Inſtit 


2 primary 
reſpeCt to 
God. and 
not us. 
Crell. in 
Heb. 5.1. 


tion of a High Prieſt, mentioned by the 
Apoſtle, Heb. 5.1. for every High Pritf 
taken from among men, 1s ordained. fir 
men in things pertaining to God, that bt 
may offer both gifts and ſacrifices for fins: 
1d eſt,{aith Crellius elſewhere, ut procure! 
& peragat ea que ad colendum ac propitt 
andum numen pertinent; 1. e. That 6 


may pertorm the things which appet 


tail 


cartt 
ppit f 
at he 


pper* 
rail 
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tain to the worſbipping and propitzating 


GJ: We deſire no more, but that he 
ropitiating God, may as immediately be 
aid to reſpect him, as the worſhipping 
oxfGod doth ; or let Crellius tell us, what 
enſe the propitiating God will bear ; if 
all that the Z7zgh- Prieſt had to do, did 
immediately reſpe&t the people : nay, 
he faith not long after, That it was the 
« chief Office of a High-Prieſt, to plead 
% the cauſe of ſinners with God, and to 


| * takecare, that they may find him kind 


* and propitious, and not angry or diſ- 
* pleaſed. In what ſenſe God was faid 
to be woved by the Expiatory Sacrifices, 
is not here our buſineſs todiſculs ; it 1s 
ufficient for our purpoſe, that they were 
inſtituted with a reſpe& to God, ſo as 
to procure his favour, and divert his 
wrath, In which ſenſe, the Prieſt is fo 
often in the Levitical Law ſaid, by the 
offering up of Sacrifices, to expiate the 


ns of the people. But Crellzus faith, cre, c1o 


- This ought not fo to be underſtood, 
, 35 though God by Expiatory Sacrt- 
: tices, were diverted trom his anger, 

and inclined to pardon ; which is a 
plain contradiction, not only to the 
words of the Law, but to the inſtances 
lat are recorded therein ; as when Aa- 


FOR © 
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ros was bid in the time of the Plague y 
Numb.16. make an Atonement for the people, fy 
46. there is wrath gone out from the Lord: aw 
Verſ. 48. he ſtood between the living and the dead 
and the plague was ſtayed. Was not Gadj 

anger then diverted here, by the making 

this Aronement? The like inſtance we 

read in David's time, that by the offeriy 
burnt-offerings , &c. the Lord wa ip 

2 Sam. 24. freated for the Land, and the plague wa 
No ſtayed from lirael : By which nothingen 
be more plain, than that the primary 
intention of ſuch Sacrifices, and conks 
quently of the Office of the Prief# who 

offered them, did immediately reſpet 

the Atoning God : But yet Cre/ius urgeth 

* This cannot be ſaid of all, or of the 

** moſt proper Expiatory Sacrifices ; but 

we {ce it faid of more than the meer $ 

crifices for fin, as appointed by the Lay; 

viz. of burnt-offerings, and peace-offering, 

aud incenſe, in che examples mentioned, 

So that theſe Levitical Sacrifices did al 

reſpe&t the atoning God ; although ut 

{ome particular caſes, different Sacrifice 

were to be offered ; for it is ſaid, th 

Lev. 1. 4. burut-offering was. to make atonement fil 
4-20. them, as well as the fin and treſpaſs-offet 
'# ings (excepting thoſe ſacrifices whicl 
were inſtituted in acknowledgment : 
Gods 
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God's Sovereignty over them, and pre- 
fence among them, as the daily Sacri- 
fices, the meat and drink offerings, or 
ſuch as were meerly occaſional, Gc.) 


Thus it is ſaid; that Aaron and his ſons iChron6; 


were appointed to make an Atonement for 49 


ſſrazl: So that as Grotius obſerves out of ©7%.inHb. 
Philo, © The High-Prieſt was a Media- ” * 


* tor between God and man, by whom 
* men might propittate God, and God 
* diſpenſe his favours to men. But the 
means whereby he did procure favours 
to men, was' by atoning God by the 
Gicrifices, which he was by his Office 
tooffer to him. We are now 'to confi- 
der, how far this holds in reference to 
Chriſt, for whoſe ſake the Apoſtle brings 
18 theſe words; and ſurely would not 
have mentioned this as the primary Of- 
tice of a High-Prieſt, in order to the pro- 
ving Chriſt to be our Zgh-Prieſt, after 
a more excellent manner than the Aa- 


ronical was, unleſs he had agreed with 


tim in the nature of his Office, and 
exceeded him in the manner of perfor- 
mance. 


_ HI. For the Apoſtle both proves, that (4,30 5 
te was a true and proper, and not a bare barely me- 


Metaphorical High-Prieſt, and that in 
ich a capacity, he very 
P the 


far exceeded prieft 
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the Prieſts aſter the Order of Aary 
But how could that poffibly be, if þ 
failed in the primary Office of a Zigh 
Prieſt , viz. Inoffering up gifts and ſat 
fices to God 2 If his Othice as High-Prigf 
did primarily reſpe&t men, when the(| 
ficeof the Aaronical Prieſt did reſpe& Gu 
Crell.c.10. To avoid this, Cre/ius makes thele wah 
{c2.3- tobeonly analluſion to the Legal Prief. 
hood, and ſome kind of ſimilitude þ+ 
tween Chriſt and the Aaronical Prieſl, 
but it is ſuch a kind of alluſion, thi 
the Apoſtle deſigns to prove Chriſty 
be an High-Prieſt by it; and whichisd 


the greateſt force, he proves the nece 


ty of Chriſt's having ſomewhat to off 
Heb. 8. 2. from hence : For every High-Priefi i 
ordained to offer gifts and ſacrifee; 
wherefore it 15of neceſſity,that this mani 
ſomewhat alſo to offer. This is that whic) 
he looks at as the peculiar and diſt 
guiſhing charaQter of a High» Prieſt, i 
interceding for others, and having coſt 
pation upon them, might be done I 

| Others belides the Z7igh-Prieſt ; butt 
was that, without which he could nt 
make good his name, what ordcr foe 
he were of. -If Chriſt then had no prope 
ſacrifice to offer up to God, to whit 


purpoſe doth the Apoſtle ſo induſtrioul 


f CHRIST. 
ſet himſelf to prove, that he is our Zigh- 
Prieſt * when he muſt needs fail in the 
main thing, according to his own aſler- 
tion? How eafie had it been for the Jews, 
to have anſwered all the Apoſtles Argu- 
mentsconcerning thePrze/thoodof Chritt, 
if he had been ſuch a Priz/t, arid made 
ho other Oblation than Cre/ius allows 
him? When the Apoſtle proves againſt 
the Fews, that there was no neceſlity, 
that they ſhould ill retain the Moſaical 
Dilpenſation , becauſe now they had a 
more excellent Zigh-Prieſt than the Aaro- 
tital were ; and makes uſe of that chara- 
er of a High-Prieſt, that he was one 
taken out from among men, in things per- 
taing to God to offer gifts and ſacrifices 
for fins : © Well, ſay the Fews, we accept 
hn} * of this character, bur how do you 
which * prove concerning Chriſt, that he was 
diſli® Þ * fuch a one? Did he offer up a Sacri- 
lj * fee for fin to God upon earth, as our 
cor © Hizh-Prieſts dos No, faith Crelius, 
ne bY bis ſufferings were only a preparation for 
UP bis Prithood in Heaven : © Bur did he 
d 08Þ ** then offer up ſuch a Sacrifice to God in 
cent * Heaven? Tes, faith Crelius, he made 
ro's a 0b/atou there. © But is that Oblation 
with * fich a Sacrifice to God for ſin, as 
oulſ} * @v; High-Prieſts offer 2 Yes, faith 

k P => Crellius, 
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Crellius, it may be called ſo by way of g. 
lujion. © Well then, fay they, you gran 
* that your Jeſas 1s only a Zigh-Prief 
* by way of aluſton, which was apaink 
* your firſt deiign to prove ; viz. Thy 
** he was a true Z7eh-Prieſt, and moy 
* excellent than ours. But ſuppoſe i 
* be by way of alluſion, doth he make 
* any Oblation to God in Heaven or ng 
No, ſaith Crel/ius, really and truly he dyj 
not : for all his Office doth reſpett us, by 
the benefits we enjoy coming originally frm 
the kindneſs of God, you may call it 
Ollation to God if you pleaſe. © But hows 
* 1t poſlible then, ſay the Jews, youu 
ever convince us, that he 1s any 
High-Prieſt, ox Prieſt at all, mud 
jeſs, that he ſhould ever exceed the 
Aaronical High- Prieſts in their Office 
for we are a{lured, that they do oft 
Sacrifices for fin, and that God is & 
toned by them : but if your Hyb 
Prieſt make no atonement for fin, It 
falls far ſhort of ours, and therefor 
we will {till hold to our Levitia 
Prieſthood, and not forſake that i 
one barely Metaphorical, and having 
nothing really anſwering the named 
* a High-Prieſt. Thus the force of al 
the Apoſtles Arguments is plainly take 
aws), 
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| away, bY what Crel//zus and his Brethren 


iert concerning the Prieſthood of Chri!?. 
But Crell;us thinks to make it good by Crell. cap. 
aying, That things that are improper and '* ſeB. 3. 


, Id. ſe.56. 
fqurative, may be far more excellent thin p. 547. 


| the things that are proper, to which they 


are oppoſed ; ſo that Chriſt's Prieſthood 


nay be far more excellent than the Aaroni- 


ff cal, although his be only figurative, and 


the other proper. But the queſtion is nor, 
Whether Chriſt's Przefthood by any other 
adyentitious conſiderations, as of greater 
Power and Authority than the Aaronzcal 
Prieſts had, may be ſaid to be far more 
axcellent than theirs was; but, Whe- 
ther in the notion of Prze/thood, it doth 
exceed theirs? Which it 1s 1impoſlible to 
make good, unleſs he had ſome pro- 
per Oblation to make unto God, which 
10 it elf did far exceed all the Sacrifices 
ind Offerings under the Law. 

IV. But what that oblation of Chriſt in Crelliusde- 
tleaven was, which had any correſpon- ws hah 
dncy with the Sacrifices under the Law, of Chriſt. 
our Adverſaries can never aſlign ; nay, 
vhen they go abour it, they ſpeak of it 
In ſuch a manner, as makes it very evi- 

Gent they could heartily have wiſhed 
the Epiſtle ro the Zebrews had ſeid as 
little of the Prieſthood of Chriſt, as they 
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Smalc. c. 


Smiglett. 
Crell. cap. 
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fay, any other part of the New Teſta, [4 7 


ment doth. Thence Smalczus and Crel. 
lius inſiſt fo much upon the Prieſthood of 


19. Þ. 544: Chriſt, being diſtinitly mentioned by now 


but the Author to the Hebrews ; which, 
ſay they, had ſurely been done, if Chrif 
had been a proper Prieſt, or hat Office iy 
him Jiintt 'Z om his Kingly. Which 
ſufficiently diſcovers what they would 
be at ; viz. That the Teſtimony of thy 
Author to the Hebrews, is but a ing 
Teſtimony in this matter; andin nk 
they do (as tar as 1s conſiſtent with na 
doing it in expreſs words) wholly take 
away the Prieſthood of Chriſt : Forwhat 


1s there which they ſay his Prieſthud 


implies, which he might not have had, 
ſuppoſing he had never been called 1 
Prieſt > His being in Heaven, doth ngt 
ply that he is a Prieſt, unleſs ithe 
impoſlible for any but Prieſts ever to 
come there: His Power and Authority 
over the Church, doth not imply it; for 
that power is by themſelves confeſſed to 
on a Regal power: his readineſs ta uf 
that power, cannot imply it, which is 
the thing Smalcius inſiſts on ; for his 
being a King of the Church, doth necel- 
farily imply his readineſs to make uſe of 
bis power for the A of his Cn 
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| Brfs receruing his power from God, doth 


wot imply thathe was a Prieſt, although 
crellius infiſt on that, unleſs all the Kings 
of the Earth are Prieſts by that means 
no, and Chriſt could not have had a 
Qbordinate power as King, as well as 
Prieſt, But his death is more implied, 
ith Crelius, in the name of a Prieſt 
than of a King ; true, if his death be con- 
fdered as 2 Sacrifice, but not otherwiſe : 
For what 1s there of a Prieſt in baredy- 
ing, do not others ſo too? But this re- 
weſents greater tenderneſs and care in 
Chriſt, than the meer title of a King : 
What kind of A7"ng do they imagine 
Chriſt the mean while, if his being ſo, 
tid not give the greateſt encourag-ment 
to all his ſubjeAts? nay, it is plain, the 
name of a X7»g muſt yield greater com- 
fort to his people, becauſe that implies 
lis power to defend them, which the 
bare name of a Przeſt doth not. So that 
there could be no reaſon at all given, 
why the name of a High-Prieſt ſhould 
b& at all given to Chriſt, if no more 
were implied in it, than the exerciſe of 
bis power with reſpef to us, without 
ay proper oblation to God : For here is 
00 proper Sacerdotal act at all attributed 
to him; fo that upon their hypothe/rs, 

P 4 tine 
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the name of F7igh-Prieſt, is a meer in 
ſignificant title uſed by the Author to the 
Hebrews, without any foundation at al 
for it. By no means, ſaith Crellius, forhj 
expiation of ſin is implyed by it, which j 
wot implied tm the name of King : True, 
if the expiation of {in were done by hin 
in the way of a Przeſt by an oblation tg 
Gor, which they deny ; but though 
they call ir Expiation, they mean ng 
more than the exerciſe of his divine power 
in the delivering his people. But what 
parajlel was there to this in the expratin 
of fins by the Levitical Prieſthood? that 

Levit. 4. Was certainly done by a Sacrifice offer 

26.9. 344 ed to God by the Prieſt, who was there 

"= by ſaid to expiate the fins of the people; 
bow comes it now to be taken quite in 
another ſenſe, and yet ſtill called by the 
ſame name? | 

No pro- V, But this being the main thing in 

EF of fn ited on by rhem, I ſhall prove from 

belongs their own Principles, that no expratin 

0 — of {in in their own ſenſe can belong to 

ven, if Chriſt in Heaven, by vertue of his Ob- 

Gilewin's Iation of himſelf there, and conſequent 

berrne. 1y that they muſt unavoidably over- 
throw the whole notion of the Prief 

hood of Chriii. For this we are to co 
{ider, what their notion of the expratr 
04 
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of fins is, which is ſet down briefly 


by Crellizs in the beginning of his dif 


courſe of Sacrifices, © There 1s a tWO- Crell.c.10. 
« fold power, ſaith he, of the ſacrifice /e#. 2. 


« of Chriſt towards the expiation of ſin, 
* one taking away the guilt and the pu- 
& niſhment of ſin, and that partly by 
&leclaring, that God will do 1t, and giv- 
% ing us a right to it, partly by aQtual 
& (eliverance from puniſhment ; the 0- 
% ther is by begetting Faith in us, and fo 
* drawing us oft from the praQtice of fin: 
Now the firſt and laſt Crel/zus and Soci- 
ws attribute to the death of Chriſt, as 
that was a confirmation of the Covenant 
God made for the remiſſion of fin; and 
15it was an argument to perſwade us to 
believe the truth of his DoCtrine ; and 
the other, viz. the aftual deliverance from 
puniſhinent, 1s by themſelves attributed 
to the ſecond coming of Chriſt ; for then 
only, they ſay, the juſt ſhall be atual- 
ly delivered from the puniſhment of ſin, 
viz. eternal death; and what expiation 
is there now left to the Oblation of 
Chriſt in Heaven? Doth Chriſt in 
Heaven declare the pardon of fin any 
other way than it was declared by him 
upon Earth? What efticacy hath his Ob- 
ation in Heaven upon perſwading 
men 


Crell. c.10. 
ſes. 3. 
Þ. 476. 


Heb.7. 25. 
Rom, 8. 3- 
I Joh, 2.1. 
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men to believe 2 or is his ſecond com; 


when he ſhall ſit as Judge, the main part |} 
of his Prieſthood; for then the expiation 


of ſins in our Adverfaries ſenſe is moſt 
proper? And yet nothing can be more 
remote from the notion of Chriſt's Priefþ 
hood, than that is; ſo that expiation of 
fias according to them can have no re- 
ſpe& at all to the Oblation of Chriſt in 
Heaven, or (which is all one in their 
ſerice) his continuance in Heaven to his 
ſecond coming, Tes, faith Crellius, his 
continuance there, is a condition in order 
to the expiation by atual deliverance, and 
therefore it may be ſaid, that God is as 
zt were moved by it to expiate fins. The 
utmoſt then, that is attributed to Chriſt 
being in Heaven, in order to the expiz 
tion of ſins, is that he muſt continue 
there without doing any thing in order 
toit; forif hedoes, it muſt either reſpe& 
God or us: but they deny (though con- 
trary to the importance of the words, 
and the defign of the places where they 
are uſed) that the terms of Chriſt's in 
terceding for us, or being an Advocate 
with the Father for us, do note any reſped 
to God, but only to us; if he does any 


thing with reſpec to us in expiation ol 


ſin, it muſt be either declaring, perſws 


ding 
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Jing, or actual deliverance ; but it is 
Þ.one of theſe by their own aſſertions; 
| nd therefore that which they call Chriſt's 


"Hation, or bis being ju Heaven, ſigni- 
fs nothing as to the expiation of ſin: 
ind it is unreaſonable to ſuppoſe that a 
thing; which hath no influence at all up- 
an it, ſhould be looked on as a condition 
in order to it. From whence it appears, 
that while our Adverſaries do make the 
exerciſe of Chriſ?'s Prieſthood to reſpe& 
4and not God, they deſtroy the very 
nature of it, and leave Chriſt only an 
empty name withour any thing anſwer- 
ngtoit: But if Chriſt be truly a ZZ:gh- 
Prieft, as the Apoſtle aſſerts that he is, 
from thence it follows that he mult have 
2 reſpet to God in offering up gifts and 


| ſacrifices for fin: which was the thing 


to be proved. 


VI. z. That Chriſt did exerciſe this Ephe/ 5. 2- 


Priefly Office in the Oblation of him- 5 


ſelf to God upon the Croſs. Which I Chriſt an 
r. Becauſe E*piatory 
the death of Chriſt is ſaid in Scripture and an ob- 
to bean Offering, and a Sacrifice to God, lation to 

2. Becauſe Chrilt is ſaid to offer up him- On 


ſhall prove by two things. 


kf antecedently to his entrance into 
Heaven. 1. Becauſe the death of Chriſt 
is faid 70 be an offering and a ſacrifice , 
þ Pd aiop op Cod, 


Eph. 5. 2. 


Crell. c.10. 


feb. 47. 


Of the Suffermgs 
God, which is plain from the words of 
St. Paul, as Chriſt alſo hath. loved us, au 


given himſelf for us, an offering and a ſq. 


crifice toGod, for a ſweet-ſmelling ſavour, 
Our Adverſaries do not deny that the 
death of Chriſt is here called an 0latiny 
but they deny, © That it is meant of an 
* Expiatory Sacrifice, but of a Free-wil 
© offering ; and the reaſon Crellius give 
* zs, becauſe that phraſe of a ſweet-tme|- 
* ling favour is generally and almoſtal. 
* ways uſed of ſacrifices which are notEx- 
* piatory ; but if ever they be uſed ofan 
* Expiatory Sacrifice,they are not applied 
* to that which was properly expiatory 
« init, viz. the offering up of the blood, 
* for no ſmell, ſaith he, went up from 
* thence, but to the burning of the fat, 
* and the Kidneys,. which although re 
* quired to perfect the expiation, yet 
* not being done till the High-Prieſt re 
* turned out of the Holy of Holies, hath 
* nothing correſpondent to the expiato- 
* xy Sacrifice of Chriſt, where all things 
< are perfeted before Chriſt the High- 
* Prieſt goes forth of his SanQuary. 
How inconſiſtent theſe laſt wards ars 


- with what they aſſert concerning the 


expiation of {in by actual deliverance at 
the great day, the former diſcourſe hati 
already 
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already diſcovered, For what; can 'be 
more abſurd, than to ſay, that al/ things 
phich pertain to the expiation of fin are 
perfeted before Chriſt goes forth from his 


S$anfuary, and yet to make the moſt pro- 


per expzation of ſin to lie in that at of 
Chriſt which is conſequent to his going 


forth of the SauFuary, viz. when he pro- 


ceeds to judge the quick and the dead. 
But of that already. We now come to a 
punctual and direc anſwer, as to which 


' two things muſt be enquired into. 


1. What the importance of the phraſe of 
a ſweet-ſmelling ſavour is? 2. What the 
Sacrifices are to which that phraſe is ap- 
plied? x. For the importance- of the 
phraſe. The firſt time weread it uſed in 
Scripture was upon the occaſion of 
Neab's Sacrifice after the flood, of which 


| tisfaid, that heoffered burnt-offerings on Gen. 8.29, 


the Altar, and the Lord ſmelled a ſavour of © * 


| reſt, or a ſweet ſavour. Which we are 


not wont to imagine 1n a groſs corpo=- 
real manner, as Crellius ſeems to under- 
ſtand it, when he ſaith, the Blood could 
wt make [uch a ſavour as the fat and the 
Kidneys; for ſurely, none ever thought 
the ſmell of fleſh burnt was a ſweet-ſmel- 
ling ſavour of it ſelf, and we mult leaſt 
of all imagine that of God, which Por- 


phyry 
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phyry faith, was the property only i 
the Jork of Dmoni to be pleaſed *n 
as it were, to grow fat, Tits cx Þ ajuy 
Twy #,, o.exfv wvierus, with the ſmell ty 
wvapoufs of blood, and fleſh, (by whis 


"+242: teſtimony, it withal appears, that t 


ſame ſteams in Sacrifices were ſuppoſy 
to ariſe from the 3/ood as the flefh:) By 
we are to underſtand that phraſe in; 
ſenſe agreeable to the divine nat 
which we may eafily do, if wetakei 
in the ſerife the Syriack Verſion takes; 
in, when it calls it, Odorem placabilits 


tis, or the favour of reſt, as the wordpro | 


perly ſignifies ; for nm is the wer 
formed from the Verb 1112 which is uſe 
for the reſting of the Ark, wv. 4. of the 
ſame Chapter, and fo it imports a 
after ſome commot:ion, and in that ſent 
is very proper to Atonement , or tlut 
whereby God makes hzs anger to ref; 
fo A4ben Ezra upon that place expound 
the Savour of reſt, to be ſuch a one whitl 
makes God ceaſe from his anger : Then: 
in Hiphil rn fignifies to appeaſe, or 
make peace; in which ſenfe it is uſe 
by R. Solom. upon Iſa. 27. 5. Muſt! 
tells us the ſenſe is, Deus wunc quievit 
zra & placatus fuit, and to the ſame put 
poſe Yatablus : which ſenſe is moſt 
grecable 
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eeable to the deſign of the following 
words, in which God expreſſeth his great 
kindneſs, aud the Lord ſaid in his heart, 
[will not again curſe the ground any more 
for mans ſake ; which are words highly 
expreſſing, how much God was propi- 
tated by the Sacrifice which Noah offer- 
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ed, and therefore Foſephus doth well in- 59:34. 4x 
terpret this to be a proper Expiatory C4. tig. Fud, L. 


crifice; that God would now be atoned, 
and ſend no more ſuch a deluge upon the 
world; which he ſaith was the fubſtance 
of Noah's prayer, when he offered this 
Burnt-oftering, 'and that God would re- 
ceive his Sacrifice, % pwIuizy teyle 67 
mw yd $uoiey Acer, That he would no 
more receive ſuch diſpleaſure againſt the 
earth: So that the fir{t time ever this 
expreſſion was uſed, it is taken in the 
proper ſenſe of an Expzatory Sacrifice. 


$6: 4+ 


VIE And by that the ſecond enquiry cre/lixchis 


may be eaſily reſolved ; viz. What kind 
of Sacrifices it doth belong to,which we 
ke in the firſt place is, to Expiatory, 
which Cre/;us denies by a great miſtake 
of the ſenſe of the phraſe, and of the 
nature of the Offerings, concerning which 
this expreſſion is moſt uſed ; viz. Z7olo- 
cyſts, as though thoſe were not Expia- 
tory dacrifices: But if we can make it 
appear, 


miſtakes a- 


bout the 
kinds of 
facrifices. 


Gen.4.34- 
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appear, that the ZZolocauſts were Exyjs 


tory Sacrifices, then it will follow, thy || « 


this phraſe doth moſt properly agree y 
a Sacrifice deſigned for Expiation. By 
Crellius here ſpeaks very confuſedly cop 
cerning. Sacrifices, oppoling Holocauſy 


and Freewll-offerings to Expiatory Sachi 


fices; whereas the Preewilk-offerings might 
be Expratoryas well as Exchariſtical ;tha 
denomination not reſpeCting the end the 
Sacrifices were deſigned for, but thatthe 
preciſe time of offering them was not 
determined by the Law ; as1n the (tated 
and ſolemn Sacrifices. For the generd 
diſtribution of Sacrifices, ſeems proper 
into Propitzatory and Euchariſt; 
which diſtinction is thought by ſome to 
hold from rhe firſt time we read of 
crifices in Scripture ; becauſe the Sacts 
fice of Cain was of the fruits of the ground, 
and of Abel, of the Firſtlings of his fltk 
Although there ſeems to be nothing 
meant by this difference of Sacrifice, 
but the diverſity of their imployments, 
either of them Sacrificing according t0 
them; and I cannot ſay what ſome do, 
that the reaſon of God's rejeting Cains 
Sacrifice, was becauſe it was not deſigned 
for expiation. Burt the practice of after 
ages, wherein we have a fuller accoul 
of the grounds of the ſeyeral Sacrificss, 


makes 
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makes it appear, that the Expiatory Sa- 

eifices before the Law, were all Burnt- 

ifferings ; and of all thoſe who were not 

mder the particular obligation of that 

Law: As is plain in the Expiatory Sa- 

crifices of Fob for his Sons, and for his Job 7. 5. 
friends, which were Burnt-offerings ; and © 
among the Fews, all the Sacrifices that 

were offered up before the Levitical 

Lav, were, as the Fews themſelves tell 

w, only Burut-offerings : And after the 

tling of their Worſhip among them- | 
ſelves, they did receive Burnt-offerings Selden de | 
for expiation from ſtrangers, as Mr. Sel- ons 
dat large proves from the Fewiſh Wris tre. 1. 3. 
ters, It ſeems then very ſitange, that © © 55: 
ſince Burnt-offerings before the Law were 
Expiatory, and under the Law they con- 

tinued ſo for ſlrangers, they ſhould be 

of another nature for the Fews them- 

ſelves. But what reaſon is there for it 

inthe Text? not the leaſt that I can find, 

but expreſly the contrary. For in the 
beginning of Leviticus, where the Law 

for Burnt-offerings is delivered, the words 

ae, Aud he ſhall put his hand upon the Levit. 1.4. 
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bead of the Burnt-offering, and it ſhall be 
 acepted for him, to make atonement for 
bim; which is a5 much as is ever ſaid of 
ay Expiatory Sacrifices : And in the 


Q 


Verſe 
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Verſe before, where we render 13x 
of his own voluntary will; it is by the yyl. 


gar Latin rendred, Ad placandum fibi De of 
muun ; by the $ yriack Verſion, Ad plas wa 
cationem fibi obtinendam a Domino , an . 
to the ſame purpoſe by the Chaldee Pg -n 
raphraſt ; but no one Verſion confiderg. Go 
ble that ſo renders it, as to make Bury. fat 
Lev.7-16. offerings to be Free-will offerings hers, | ,., 
2219.0 which are ſpoken of diſtinQly, and by || p, 


themſelves afterwards: And the Chalde 
Paraphraſt, Jonathan thus explains, Th | i, 
» the Law of the Burnt-offering ; \.e. 
Quod wenit ad expiandum pro cogitatini | , 
bus cordis ; but althoughthe Fews benot | 4 
fully agreed what theBurnt- offer ings were 
deſigned to expiate, yet they conſent I |, 
that they were of an Expiatory nature. 
Which might make us the more wor- 
der, that Cre/ius and others ſhould & 
clude them from it, but theoanly reaſon 
Creli.c.10. given by him is, becauſe they are diſti 
p- 539 gutſhed from Sacrifices for fin, as though b 
no Sacrifices were of an Expiatory ns 
ture but they, and then the Treſpaſs 
offerings muſt be excluded too, for they 
arediltinguiſhed from Sin- offeringsaswell | A 
as the other. The ignorance of the Few || ;, 

| inthereaſon of their own cuſtoms, hatl Þ 5 
been an occaſion 'of great miſtakes * 
mong 
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mong Chriſtians, concerning the nature 
of them ; when they judge of them ac- 
cording to the blind or uncertain conje- 
Qures which they make concerning 
them: So that the Text is oft-times far 
clearer than their Commentaries are. 
Setting aſide then the intricate and un- 
ſatisfactory niceties of the Fewiſh Wris- 
ters, about the ſeveral reaſons of the 
Burnt-offerings and Sin and Treſpaſs- 
fferings, and the differences they make 
between them, which are ſo various and 
incoherent , I ſhall propoſe this conje- 
Qure concerning the difterent reaſons of 
them, viz. That ſome Sacrifices were 
aſſumed into the Jewiſh Religion, which 
had been long in uſe in the world before, 
and were common to them with the Pa- 
triarchs, and all thoſe who in that age 
of the world did fear and ſerve God, and 
fuch were the Burnt-offerings for expia- 
tion of ſin, and the fruits of the earth 
by way of gratitude to God. Other Sa- 
crifices were inſtituted among them,with 
a particular reſpe& to themſelves, as a 
people governed by the Laws of God: 
And theſe were of ſeveral ſorts; 1. Sym- 
bolical, of God's preſence among them, 
ſuch was the daily Sacrifice, inſtituted as 
a teſtimony of God's preſence, Exed. 2 9. 

vY 2 from 
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from v. 38. to the end. 2. Occaſional 
for ſome great mercies vouchlaſed ty 


them, as the Paſſover and the Solemn Fe 


ftivals, &c. 3. Expiatory, for the fins 
committed againſt their Law : And the 
were of three ſorts; 1. Such as wer 
wholly conſumed to the honour of Gal, 
which were the Burnt-offerings. 2. Such, 
of which ſome part was coniumed upon 
the A/tar, and ſome part fell to the ſhar 
of the Prieſts; and theſe were either fins 
particularly enumerated by God himkell, 
under the Z2uR, or elle generally com- 
prehended under the MN as being ab 
lowed to be expiated, becauſe commit 
ted through inadyertency: J. Such, 
whereof a leis part was conſumed, asin 
the Peace-offerings of the Congregatin, 
mentioned Lewvzr. 2.3.19. whereof tit 
blood was ſprinkled, only the inwards burnt, 
and the fleſh not eaten by the perſons that 
offered them, as it was in the Peace-oftr- 
znzs of particular perſons (of which as 
being private Sacrifices, I have here no 
occation to ſpeak) but only by the Pritfi 
72n the Court ; and theſe had ſomething 
of expiation in them: For thence, faith 
Vatablus, the Peace-offerias w3s called 
by the Greeks TEA) 10, 4,C, Expiatorimm, 
andthe LXX., commonly render it, ua 

owli2je, 
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wes, and ſeveral of the Fews think 

thereaſon of the name was, That it made 

yeace between God and him that offered it : 

But the grear reaſon I inſiſt on, is, Be- 

cauſe all the things which were uſed in 

an Expiatory Sacrifice, were in this too ; 

the ſlaying of the Beaſt, the ſprinkling 

of the blood, and the conſumption of 
ſome part of it upon the Altar as an 

Oblation to God, which are the three in- 

predients of an Zxpzatory Sacrifice ; for 

the ſhedding of the blood, noted the bear- 

ngthe puniſhment of our iniquity ; and, 
the ſprinkling of it on the Altar, and the 

conſuming, of the part of the Sacrifice, or 
the whole there, that it was deſigned for 
From whence it 
lollows, that the phraſe of a ſweet- 
ſmelling ſavour, being applied under the 
Law to Expzatory Sacrifices, is very pro- 
perly uſed by St. Paul, concerning 
Chriſt's giving up himſelf tor us. ſo that 
irom this phraſe, nothing caa be infer- 
red contrary to the Expiatory nature of 
the death of Chriſt, but rather it is fully 
agreeable to it. 
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VIII. But Cre/zus hath yet a farther What in- 


Argument, to prove that Chriſt's death 


cannot be here meant as the Expiatory 
vacrifice - viz, That the notion of a ſacri- 


Q 3 


Auvence 


the mactae 
rion of ty 


-v | Þ and 
facri1 CO 


h2d on ex* 
F/ Ce; piation. 
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L I H 


Crell. c.xo, fice, doth confiſt in the oblation whereby 
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the thing is conſecrated to the honour al 


ſervice of God, to which the ma{lation iz 


but a bare preparation, which he prove 
Becauſe the ſlaying the ſacrifice might be 
loug to others beſides the Prieſts, Ezek.44, 
LO, IT. but the oblation only to the Prieſt, 
To thisI anſwer, x. The mattation may 
be conſidered two ways, either with 
reſpect to the bare in/irument of takin 
away the life, or to the deſign of the 
Oferer of that which was to be facrificed: 
As the madtation hath a reſpet only to 
the in{iruments, ſo 1t is no otherways 
to be conſidered than as a puniſhment; 
but as it hath a reſpe& to him that d& 
ſigns it for a Sacrifice, ſo the ſhedding 
of the blood, hath an immediate influ 
ence on the expiation of ſin. And that 
by thisclear Argument, The blood is ſaid 
to make an Atonement for the ſoul ; and the 
reaſon given is, becauſe the life of the fleſ 
zs in the blood : So that which was the 
life, 1s the great thing which makes the 
Atonement; and when the blood was ſhed, 
the life was then given; from whencelt 
follows, that the great efficacy of the fs: 
crifice for Atonement lay in the ſhedding 
of the blood for that end. Thence the 
Apoſtle attributes remiſſion of ſins » 
M7 Ba 
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the carry var, the ſhedding of the 
id; and not to the bare Olatzos of it Heb. g.12. 
# i | oa the Altar, or the carrying it into the 
ves, | Holy of Holies, both which ſeem to be 
be. | nothing elſe but a more ſolemn repre- 
«44, ſentation of that b/ood before God, 
eſs, | which was already ſhed for the expiation 
may || fins, which was therefore neceſlary to 
tha | beperformed, that the concurrence of 
king the Prieſt might be ſeen with the fſacri- 
the © fice in order to expiation. For if no 
iced: | more had been neceſſary but the bare 
y to | ſaying of the Beaſts, which was the 
vays meane!t part of the ſervice, the people 
ent: would never have thought the inſtituti- 
td. | onof the Prieſthood neceſlary, and leaſt 
ding £ of all that of the Z7ign-Prief, unleſs 
"fy. | ſome folemn ation of his had been per- 
that | formed, ſuch as the entring into the 
ſaid | Holy of Holies, on the day of expiati- 
[the | 00, and carrying it, and ſprinkling the 
feb |} dlood of the /in-offering in order to the 
; the | £piation of the ſins of the people. And 
« the | [tis obſervable, that although the Lewz- 
hed, | tical Law be ilent in the common Sacri- 
ceit | fices, who were to kill them whether 
eſs | the Prieſts or the Levztes; yer on that 
dim | ay whereon the Zigh-Prieſt was to ap- 
- the | pear himſelf for the expiation of fin, it 
s to | 8 expreſly ſaid, that he (hould not only 
Q 4 kill 
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Levit. 16, 
11, 15: 


Codex Jo-: 
94 CAP. 4. 
1F.3.cap. 
5. Je}. 4 
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kill the bullock of the fin-offering, whit 


is for himſelf, but the goat of the fin-offer. 


ing, which is for the people. And al. 
though the Talmudiſ/ts diſpute from thei 
Traditions on both fides, whether any 
one elſe might on the day of expiation, 
ſlay the ſin-offerings beſides the High. 
Prieſt ; yet it is no news for themy 
diſpute againſt the Text, and the 7almy 
it ſelf is clear, that the Figh-Prieſt dil 
zt, From whence it appears, there wa 
ſomething peculiar on that day as tothe 
ſlaying ot the fin-offerings ; and if our 
Adverſaries opinion hold good, 2hat th 
Sacrifices on the day of expiation did, i 
not atone, yet chiefly repreſent the Sacrifice 
of Chriſt, no greater argument can be 
brought againſt themſelves than this.i, 
for the office of the High-Prielt did not 
begin at his carrying the lod into the 
Holy of Holes, but the ſlaying the ſacri 
fice did belong to him too: from whence 
it wil unavoidably follow, that Chril 
did not enter into his Office of Hil 
Prieſt, when he entred into Heaven, but 
when the Sacrifice was to be ſlain which 
was deligned for the expiation of fins 
Itis then to no purpoſe at all, if Creliu 
could prove that ſometimes in ordinar) 
Sacrifices, (which he will not fay, the 

Sacrifice 
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gerifice of Chriſt was repreſented by ) 
« | the Levites might kill the beaſts for Sa- 


rifice; for it appears, that in theſe Sa- 
-rifices, Wherein themſelves contend that 
Chriſt's was repreſented, the office of the 
High-Prieſt did not begin with entring 
into the SanTuary, but with the madta- 
tn of that Sacrifice whoſe blood was 
to be carried in thither. Therefore if 
we ſpeak of the bare inſtruments of ma- 
fation in the death of Chriſt, thoſe were 
the Jews, and we make not them Przeſts 
in it, for they aimed atno more than ta- 
king away his life (as the Pope among 
the Romans, and thoſe whoſe bare Office 
it was to kill the beaits for Sacrifice a- 
mong the Fews did: ) but if we conſider 


itwith a reſpe& to him that offered up 


his life to God, then we ſay, that Chriſt 
wasthe ZZigh-Prieſ# in doing it ; it be- 
ing deſigned for the expiation of fin ; 
and by vertue of this b/ood ſhed for that 
end, he enters into Heaven as the Zoly 
of Holes, there ever living to make inter- 
ceſion for us. But the vertueof the con- 
ſequent as, depends upon the efficacy 
of the blood ſhed for expiation ; other- 
wiſe the Z77gh-Prieſt might have entred 
with the fame eflce&t into the Zoly of 
Holies with any other blood beſides that 
which 
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which was ſhed on purpoſe as a ſin-offer. z obl 
ing, for expiation of the ſins of the peg. m_ 
ple; which it was unlawful for him tod, 
And from hence it is, that the Apoſtle Þ 54 
to the Hebrews inſiſts ſo much on the 
compariſon between the #lood of Chrif, | c» 
Heb.g. :3, and the blood of the /egal Sacrifices, and 
"+ 12-+ the efficacy of the one far above the « | 5: 
ther, in its power of expiation ; which | 
he needed not to have done, if the ſhed | / 
ding of his blood, had been only a pre 
paration for his entrance on his Prief- | whi 
hood in Heaven. So that the propern Þþ ſupp 
tion of a Sacrifice for fin, as it notesthe ÞÞ call 
giving the life of one for the expiation Þ Anc 
of the ſins of another, doth properly lie Þ «& 1 
in the maatzon, though other ſacrifical | fice 
ats may be conſequent upon it. Soit Þ Bw 
was in the anzmales hoſtiz among N| par 
Macrob.Sa- the Romans, in which, ſaith Macrobiu, Þ he 
rapes . 3: Sola anima Deo ſacratur : of which he | ©: 
f tells us Virgil properly ſpeaks in thok | Gu 


words, ſac 
Wi 

Hanc tibi Eryx meliorem animam pro |} fic 
morte Daretis. of 

no 


And that we may the better underſtand Þ| th 
what he means by the anima here, It | Sa 


faith elſewhere (as Macrobius and Servt || we 
u 
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: |, obſerve out of his excellent Skill and 
ccuracy in the Pontifical rites) 


Sanguine placaſtis ventos & wirgine 
ceſa, 

Cum primum Tliacas Danai veniſtis ad 
oras : 

Samguine querendi reditus, animaque 
litandumn TE 

Argolica. 


Which ſhews, that the expiation was 
ſuppoſed to lie in the blood which they 
called the Soul, as the Scripture doth. 
Andthe Perfrans, as Strabo tells us, look- 
ed upon the bare mattation as the Sacri- 
fice, for they did not porricere as the 
Romans called it, they laid none of the 
parts of the Sacrifice upon the Altar to 
be conſumed there, * 4D uy pua 78 Strabsl 15. 
[eccts 0G 7* Ot As? 8&vG.. For 

God regarded nothing but the Soul in the 
ſacrifice : which words Euſtathius like- £ufarh. in 
wiſe uſeth upon Zomer, of the Sacri- 7" ** 
fices of the Magi. And Strabo affirms Strave. 13. 
of the ancient Lufitanz, that they cut off 

nothing of the Sacrifice, but conſumed 
the entrails whole ; but though ſuch 
Yacrifices which were for divination 
ere not thought expiatory, and there- 
fore 
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fore different from the animales hoſtiy 
yct among the Perfrans, every Sacrifice 
had a reſpect to expiation of the who 
people. For Herodotus tells us, thy 
every one that offers Sacrifice among 
them, . 77201 707: TIzeoyo 1greryglay My, 
vera x, 7 (2ndfi, prays for good toul 
Perſians and the King. But thus mud 
may ſerve to prove againſt Cre/ius, that 
the mattation in an Expiatory Sacrifice 
was nota meer preparation to a Sacrifice 
but that it was a proper Sacrificial a, 
and conſequently that Chriſt ated xs 
High-Prieſt, when he gave himſelf for 
us, anoffering and a Sacrifice to God far 
a ſweet-ſmel/ing ſavour. 

IX. But this will further appear from 
thoſe places wherein Chriſt is ſaid 70 fer 


of himſelf #Þ himſelf once to God: the places to this 
once to purpoſe are, Heb. 7. 27. Who needzti 


aot daily as thoſe High-Prieſts to offeru 
Sacrifice, firſt for his own ſins, and then 
for the Peoples, for this he did once, when 
he offered up himſelf. Heb. 9.14. Hi 
much more ſhall the blood of Chriſt, wil 
through the eternal Spirit offered himſel 
without ſpot to God, purge your Conſcient 
from dead works, to ſerve the living Gul. 
V.25,26,27, 28. Nor yet that he ſbould 
offer himſelf often, as the High-Pricſi F 

trel 
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Eh into the holy place every year with 
le blood of others ; for then muſt he often 
hole Þ luve ſuffered fince the foundation of the 
that Þ World: but now once in the end of the 
Ong World hath he appeared to pant away fin by 
3» | the Sacrifice of himſelf. And as it is ap- 
0 al winted to men once to die, but after this 
uck If the Judgment: ſo Chriſt was once offered 
that Þ t bear the fins of many, and unto them 
ice, Þ that Took for him ſhall he appear the ſecond 
fice, Þ time without fin unto ſalvation. Heb. 10. 
aQ, Þ 10,11, 12. By the which will we are ſan- 
4s Þ Gifed through the offering of the Body of 
for Þ Jeſus Chriſt once for all. And every 
for Þ High-Prieft, ſtandeth daily miniſtring and 
- | fferingoftentimes the ſame ſacrifices, which 
om |} can vever take away ſins : but this man af 
fer Þ ter be had offered one ſacrifice for fins for 
this | ever, ſate down on the right hand of God. 
lth | To theſe places Crel/ias gives this an- Crell. cop. 
r | fver, © That the name of Oblation as **/# 5+ 
hen | *applyed to Chriſt, primarily ſignifies 
ber } © Chriſt's firſt entrance into Heaven, and 
Tp || * appearance before the face of God, 
wh } *there, but conſequently the continu- 
ſelf | * ance of that appearance; ſothat when 
et | * a thing is once aQtually exhibited and 
God, {| * preſented, it is faid to be once offered, 
1 } * although being offered, it always re- 


ew | - mains in the fame place, and fo may 
reth * be 
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© be faid to be a continual Oblatigghtie L 


* But this firſt appearance, ſazth he, hay! 
& a peculiar agreement with the leogld Maki" 


* Oblation; and therefore the nameg#* "© 


* Oblation doth moſt properly belog 
* to that, becauſe Chriſt by this mew 
* obtained that power on which th 
* perfe@ remiſſion of our ſins depeng 
* but although the continuance of thy 
* appearance, ſeems only conſequenj 
* ally to have the name of Oblatin 
* belonging to it, yet ia its own nature 
* it hath a nearer conjunction with th 
© eftect of the Oblation, v/z. the remiſſn 
© of ſins, or deliverance from punif 
* ment, and doth of it ſelf confer mor 
* to it than the other doth. And there 
* fore 1n regard of that, Chriſt is fai 
* molt perfectly. to exerciſe his Prieſ 
« hood, and to offer and intercede for 
* us, from the time he is ſaid to fit down 
* at the right hand of God. Agpainl 
this anſwer , I ſhall prove theſe tw 
things, r. That it is incoherent , and 
repugnant to 1t ſelf, 2. That it by 00 
means agrees to the places before ments 
oned. 1x. That it is incoherent and 
pugnant to it ſelf in two things. 1. In 
making that ro be the proper Oblatin 
in correſpondency to the Oblations : 

the 
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Latioithe LaW, which hath no immediate re- 


- hav | 
a cel that to have the moſt immedi- 
te reſpect to the expiation of ſins, which 
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to the expiation of fins. 2. In 


20 in no tolerable ſenſe be called an 04- 
lation. For the firſt, ſince Cre!lius faith, 
that the proper notion of OZ/ation is to 
he taken from the Ob1atzons in the Levz- 
tral Law, we muſt conſider what it 
was there, and whether Chrz/7's firſt en- 
trance into Heaven can have any corre- 
ſondency with it. An OZ/arion under 
the Law was 1n general, any thing which 
wasimmedzately dedicated to God, but in 
2 more limited ſenſe it was proper to 
what was dedicated to him by way of 
Sacrifice according to the appointments 
of the Levitical Law. We are not now 
enquiring what was properly called an 
OMation in other Sacrifices, but in thoſe 
which then were for expiation of {in ; 
And in the Oblation was, firit of the 
perſons for whom the Sacrifice was offer- 
td. So in the Burnt-offerine, the perſon 


who brought it, was to offer it at the Lev.s. 3. 


door of the Tabernacle of the Congregation : 
LE as the Fews expound 1t, at the en- 
trance of the Court of the Przeſts, and 
there he was to lay his hands upon the 


bead of it, and it ſhall be accepted for him y, «. 


70 
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Lev. 4.25, Perſons, the blood was ſprinkled up0n the 
horns of the Altar of Burnt-offerings, Ul 
n the ſirrofferings jor the High Prieſt and 

tht 
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to make atonement for him. This Ofc 
ing was made before the Beaſt was ſlain 
after the killing the Beaſt, then th 
Prieſts were to make an Offering of tly 
Blood, by ſprinkling it round about th 
Altar of Burnt-offerings ; the reſt of th 
blood, ſay the Fews, was poured out hy 
the Prieſts, at the South-ſide of the 4 
upon the foundation, where the two hols 
were for the paſſage into the Channe 
which convey'd the blood into the vally 
of Xidron ; thus the blood being, offered 
the parts of the beaſt, were by the Priefs 
to be laid upon the Altar, and there thy 
were all to be conſumed by fire; and tha 
it was called an Offering made by fire, if 
a ſweet ſavour unto the Lord. Theſane 
rites were uſed in the Peace-offerings, and 
T reſpaſs-offerings, as to the laying on if 
hands, and the ſprinkling the blood, and 
conſuming ſome part by fire : and in theſis 
offerings, there was to bethe ſame impols 
tion of hands : but concerning the ſprint 
ling of the blood, and the way of conl 
ming the remainders of the Sacrifice,ther 
was this conſiderabie difference ; that in 
the common {z-offerings for particulat 
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| tle Congregation, or all the People, he 


was to carry the blood within the San- y ;. 
fury, and to ſprinkle of it ſeven times be- 

fre the Veil of the Santtuary ; and ſome of 

the blood was to be put upon the horns of 

the Altar of Tucenſe ; but the remainder 

of the 3/004, and the fame things (which 

yere offered by fire in Peace-offerings ) 

were to be diſpoſed of accordingly, on 

the Altar of Burnt-offerings. And withal, 

there was this great Since, that in 

oher f#- offerings the Prieſts were t0 eat 

the remarnder of the ſacrifice in the Holy 

wace; bur in theſe there was nothing to 

te eaten by them ; for the whole Bullock Lev. 6.26, 
vu to be carried forth without the Camp, 

ad there he was to be Burned till al! were 

anſumed. For it was an expreſs Law, 

That no ſn-offerings, whereof any of the Lev. 4. 11, 
bord is brought into the Tabernacle of the 12- 
Congregation, to reconcile withal in the 
Holy-place, ſhall be eaten : it ſhall be burnt Lev. 6: 3a, 
"the fre. All the difference that was 

n thegreat day of Atonement, was this, 

lat the Z77gh-Prieſt himſelf was to ſlay 

ls Sin-offer ings, and then to carry the 

blood of them into the Holy of Holies, and Lev.16.14, 


Y terewas to ſprinkle the blood with his fin- "5: 


fr towards the mercy-ſeat ſeven times : af- 


All things 
neceſſary 
to a lega 
oblation 


the death 
of Chriſt. 


the ceremonies were the ſame for the Atone- 
ment of the people, which were at other ſolemn 
fin-offerings, for the PrieFt or the peopl, 
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X. From all which being thus laid 


together, we ſhall obſerve ſeveral thing 


which are very material to our purpoſe; 

1. That inthe Oblations which wr 
made for expiation of fins, the difference 
between the maQtation and the oblatiay 


concur in did ariſe from the difference between the 


PrieFt and the Sacrifice, For the Prigf; 
Office was to azoxe, but he was to atm: 
by the Sacrifce ; on which account, 4 
though the Prieſt were to offer the Sag: 
fice for himſelf, yer the oblation did not 
lie in the bare preſenting himſelf belar 
God, but in the preſenting the bead 
that Sacrifice, which was {hed in ord 
to expiation. If we could have ſupp 
ſed, that the Zigh-PrieFf under thelay, 
inſtead of offering a Goat for a Sin-oftu: 
7ng for the people, on the day of 4tar 
ment, {ſhould have made an oblationd 
himſelf ro God, by dying for the expti 
tion of their ſins: In thiscaſe, his deathbe 
ing the Sacrifice, and himſelf the Prich, 
the mattat on, as it relates to his ownad, 
and his oblation had been one and theſame 
thing. For hisdeath had been nothing 
clſe, but the ottering up himſelf to God, 
in 
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5 order to the expiation of the ſins of 
the people ; and there can be no rea- 
ſon, why the oblation muſt be of neceſ(- 
ſity ſomething conſequent to his death, 
fnce all things neceſſary to a perfe& 
oblation do concur in it.. For where 
there is ſomething ſolemnly devoted to 
God, and in order to the expiation of 
fins, and by the hand of a Prze/t, there 
are all things concurring to a legal oblati- 
on; but in this caſe, all theſe things do 
concur, and therefore there can be no 
imaginable neceſſity of making the obla- 
tion of Chriſt, only conſequent to his 
Aſcenſion, fince in his death all things 
concur to a proper oblation. In the 
Law, we grant that the oblation made 
by the Prie/t, was conſequent to the 
&ath of the beaſt for Sacrifice ; but the 
reaſon of that was, becauſe the beaſt 
could not offer up it ſelf to God, and God 
had made it neceſiary, that the Prieſt 
ſhould expiate fins, not by himſelf, but 
by thoſe Sacrifices, and therefore the 
oblation of the blood was after the Sacri- 
tice was ſlain ; neither could this have 
been ſolved barely by the Prieſt's ſlaying 
of the Sacrifices ; for this being anaR of 
violence towards the beaſts that were 
thus killed, could not be a proper obla- 

R 2 tion, 
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tion, which muſt ſuppoſe a conſent an. 


recedent to it. All which ſhewed the G 
great imperfeQion of the Levitical Ln || (t) 
in which ſo many ſeveral things werety er 
concur, to make up a ſacrifice for fu, | 1,;, 
viz, The firſt offering made by the pary apor 
concerned, of what was under his dom. bein 
nion, viz. The beaſt to be ſacrificed y apo! 
the door of the Tabernacle of the Cong. | yeat 
gation, but the beaſt not being able v || jec 
offer up it ſelf, it was neceſſary for th I ,,y 


offering up its ood, that it muſt þ; 
ſlain by others; and for the better ws. Þ (< 
derſtanding, not only of the efficacy d || jj 
the bod, but the concurrence of the 
Prieſt for expiation, he was to take th 
blood, and ſprinkle ſome of it on the Altar 
and pour out the reſt at the foundation ver 
of it. Bur ſince we aſſert a far mor &Þ ,,; 


noble and excellent Sacrifice, by the Sa ” 
of God freely offering up himſelf, toke | & 
made a Sacrifice for the ſinsof the world, | 


why may not this be as proper an oble || hy, 
tion made unto God, as any was under || the 
the Law, and far moreexcellent, bothin | 
regard of the Prieſt and the Sacrifice: | tec 
why ſhould his oblation of himſelf then 
be made only conſequent to his death I 
and reſurrection? Which latter, being 
by our Adverfaries made not his ow to 
au 
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a>, but God's upon him, and his entrance 
nto Heaven, being given him (as they af- 
ſert) as a reward of his ſufferings, in what 


I tolerable ſenſe can that be called an o#- 


lation of himſelf, which was conferred 
upon him as a reward of his former ſuf- 
frings? From whence it follows, that 
upon our Adverſaries own grounds, the 
death of Chri't may far more properly 
be called the ob/ation of himſelf, than his 
extrarice into Feaven ; and that there is 
no neceſſity of making the oblation of 
Chriſt conſequent to his death, there 
ring ſo great a diflerence between the 
Gcrifice of Chriſt, and that ofthe Sacrt- 
fices for fin under the Levitzcal Law. 

2. We obſerve, That the oblation as 
performed by the Prieft, did not depend 
upon his preſenting himſelf before God, 
but upon the preſenting the blood of a 
Sacrifice, which had been already ſlain 
for the expiation of fins, If the Preſt 
tad gone into the Zoly of Holies, and 
there only preſented himſelt before the 
Mercy-ſeat, and that had been all requi- 
redin order to the expiation of ſins, there 
had been ſome pretence for our Adver- 
aries making Chriſt's preſenting himſelf 
In Heaven, to be the oblation of himſelf 
to God ; but under the Law, the efficacy 
82 of 
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of the High Prieſts entrance into the || 1ppe? 
Holy of Holies, did depend upon the | $acri/ 
blood which he carried in thither, which | #604 
was the Z4lood of the Sin-offering, which Þ| flat: 
wasalready ſlain for the expiation of ſing; || ofthe 
And in correſpondency to this, Chriſt, Þ cov}: 
efficacy in his entrance into Heaven, agit | wi, 
reſpects our expiation, muſt. have a te. || te C 
ſpe& to that Sacrifice which was offere/ Þ| the 7 
upto God antecedent to it. And I won Þ| (nc 
der our Adverſaries do ſo much inſift on Þ| fifc 
the High Prieſt's entring intothe moſt holy || 1% 
place once a year, as though all the exfh nth 
ation had depended upon that; whereay I} ive 
all the promiſe of expzazzon, was not up- 1nd 
on his bare entrance into it, but upon the mad 
blood which he carried along with him, | 118 
and ſprinkled there: In correſpondeney to | 
which, our Saviour is not barely ſaid to plea 
enter into Heaven, and preſent himſelfto | % 
God, but that he did this by his own blood, | 
having obtained eternal Redemption for u, bur 

3. We obſerve, That there was ſome- | £4 
thing correſpondent in the death of Þ| 61 
Chriſt, to ſomewhat conſequent 'to the || tt 
oblation under the Law, and therefore |} 
there can be no reaſon to ſuppoſe, that || flic 
the oblation of Chriſt muſt be conſe || « 
quent to his death: for that deſtroys the Þ| Ml 
correſpondency between them, Now this || 5: 


appears 
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the | appears 1N this particular, in the ſolemn 
the | Surriffces for fin, after the ſprinkling of the 


ich | Sod, which was carried into the Z7oly 
wich! || place 20 reconcile withall, all the remainder 
ſing: | ofthe Sacrifice was to be burnt without the 
iſs | camp, and this held on the day of Atone- 
Sit | nent, as well as in other Sin-offerings for Heb. 13. 
te. | the Congregation. Now the Author to '* 
red. | the Eebrews tells us, That in corretpon- 
on | dency to this, Feſus that he might ſan- 
on || flife the people with his own Blood, ſuffer- 
boly | id without the gate : What force is there 
n this, unleſs the blood of Chriſt did an- 
rex || fver to the Sin-offerings for the people, 
up- | ind his oblation was ſuppoſed to be 
the | made before; and therefore that he 
im, | night have all things agreeable to thoſe 
vto | Iin-offerings, the laſt part was to be com- 
I to | pleated too; viz. That he was to ſuffer with» 
fro | wtthegate; which after the peoples ſettle- 
ood, | ment in Feruſalem, anſwered to the bein 
rus, | Furnt without the Camp in the Wilderneſs. 
me- | 4 Weobſerve, That the Oblation in 
of Þ Expiatory Sacrifices under the Law, by 
the Þ| the Prieſt, had always relation to the 
fore | conſumption of what was offered : Thus 
that I] tlie offering of the 4/ood, in token of the 
nſe- | &ſtruftion of the life of the beaſt, whoſe 
the | blood was offered ; for no 4lood was to 
this | b& offered of a /zving creature, nor of one 
R 4 killed 
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killed upon any other account, but fg 
that end to be a ſacrifice for fin, and afig wrs 


the ſprinkling and pouring out of th || that i 
blood, the inwards of ſome, and alle} @, t 
the other, were to be conſumed by fir | this 1 
And it is obſervable, that the greaterth | trans! 
Sacrifice for fin was , always the mor || crific 
was conſumed of it ; as appears plainlyby Þ| the 
the forementioned difference of the Sis || ,ndt 
offerings for private perſons, and for the | was 

people; of the former, the Prieſts wen ÞÞ ferre 
allowed to car, but not at all of the la I tory 
ter. And ſo it was obſerved among the & offet 
Egyptians, in the moſt ſolemn Sacrifics | act 
for expiation, nothing was allowed to | Nat 
be eaten of that part which was deſigned } as v 
for that end. For Herodotus gives | off 
an account why the Egyptzans neverat || int 
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ew nd w» 
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the head of any living Cree | par 
tu'e ; which is, That whn || Pri 
they offer up a Sacrifice, thy | for 
make a ſolemnexecrationupm | thy 
it, that if any evil weretl | m 
fall upon the perſons who 8k || th 
crificed, or upon all Egyptit }| ly 
might be turned upon the head }| la 
of that beaſt : And Plutard } th 
adds, that after this folemn || fu 
execration, They cut off the | % 
head, and of old, threw it: | © 
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the River, but then gave it to ſtran- 


5, From which cuſtom we obſerve, 
that in a ſolemn Sacrifice for expiati- 
on, the guilt of the offenders, was by 
this rite of execration ſuppoſed to be 
transferred upon the head of the Sa- 
crifice, as it was in the Sacrifices among 


the Jews, by the laying on of hands ; Xenph.Cy- 


. ropad. 1.7. 
1nd that nothing was to be eaten of what ng ughy , 


was ſuppoſed to have that guilt trans- , ptutarch 


From hence all Expia- 1p. * 6- 
prebl. 8. 


ferred upon 1t. 
tory Sacrifices wereat firſt whole Burnt- 
offerings, as appears by the Patriarchal 
Gerifices, and the cuſtoms of other 
Nations, and among the Jews themſelves, 
we have already proved in all ſolemn 
offerings for the people. And although 
in the ſacrifices of private perſons, ſome 
parts were allowed to be eaten by the 
Prieſts ; yet thoſe which were deſigned 
for expiation were conſumed. So that 
the greater the offering was to God, the 
more it implied the Conſumption of the 
thing which was ſo offered: How ſtrange» 
ly improbable then is it, That the Ob- 
lation of Chriſt ſhould not (as under 
the Law) have reſpe& to his death and 
ſufferings; but to his entrance into Hea- 
ven, wherein nothing is ſuppaſed to be 
conſumed, but all things given him 
with far greater power, as our Adver- 
Ss _ faries 
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Chriſt's 


entrance 
into Hea- 
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faries ſuppoſe, than ever he had before, 
But we ſee the 4poſtle parallels Chriſty 


ſuffering with the burning of the Sacrifice, |; 


and his 4lood with the blood of them, 
and conſequently his oftering up hin» 
ſelf, muſt relate not to hz entrance int 
Heaven, but to that ad of his whereby 
he ſuffered for fins, and offered up hi 
blood as a Sacrifice for the ſins of the 
world. 

XI. From all which it appears; hoy 
tar more agreeably to the Oblations un 


' ven could der the Law, Chriſt is faid to offer up 
not be the himſelf for the expiation of ſins by his 


ati0n 


of himſelf © | 
mention- into Heaven; For it is apparent, thit 


ed. 


death and ſufferings, than by his entrant 


the OZlations in expiatory Sacrifices ts 
der the Law, were fuch upon whichthe 
expiation of ſin did chiefly depend; but 
by our Adverſaries own confeſlion, 
Chriſt's oblation of himſelf by his &- 
trance into Heaven, hath no immediate 
reſpedt at all-to ttieexpiation of ſin: of 
ly as the way whereby he was to enjoy thit 
power by which he did expiate fins, 
Crellrus faith ; now, let us conſider, wht 
more propriety there is in making thi 
preſenting of Chriſt in Heaven to haves 
correſpondency with the legal Oblations, 
than the offering up himſelf upon tht 
Croſs. For,1. on the very fora 
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gion, his death is ſo too; viz. Becauſe 
* was the way whereby he obrained the 
r of expiation; and far more pro- 
ly fo than the other, fince they make 
Chriſt's eatrance and power the reward 
« his ſufferings, but they never make 
tis ſitting at the right hand of God, the 
ryard of his entrance into Heaven, 2. His 
ofering up himſelf to God upon the 
Croſs, was his own a&t, but his entrance 
nto Heaven was God's, as themſelves 
knowledge, and therefore could not in 
1ny propriety of ſpeech be called Chri/?'s 
ffering up himſelf. 3. If it were his own 
a, it could not have that reſpe& to the 
txpration of fins, which his death had ; 
orour Adverſariesſay, that his death was 
by reaſon of our fins, and that he ſuffer- 
«d to purge us from ſin ; but his extraxce 
to Heaven was upon his own account, 
to enjoy that power and authority, 
vhich he was to have at the right hand 
of God. 4. How could Chriſt's entrance 
no Heaven, be the way for his enjoying 
lat power which was neceſſary for the 
pation of fin, when Chriſt before his 


trance into Heaven, faith, that all pow- Mat.28.18. 


ir was given to him in Heaven and Earth : 
ind the reaſon aſſigned in Scripture of 


at power and authority which God Phil.«.8.9, 


gave 


Chrift's 

exerciſe O 
power in , : wy 
Heaven in ſtency in making theexerciſe of Chrilts 


no ſenſe 


an Oblati- 
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gave him is, becauſe he humbled himſelf 
and became obedient to death, even th 
death of the Croſs : So that the entrany 
of Chriſt into Heaven, could not be the 
means of obtaining that power which 
was conferred before ; but the death of 
Chriſt 1s mentioned on that account jn 
Scripture, 5. If the death of Chriſt wer 
no expiatory Sacrifice, the entrance of 
Chriſt into Heaven could be no Oblatin 
proper to a High Prieſt ; for his entrane 
into the Holy of Holes, was on the a6 
count of the 4lood of the fin-offeri 
which he carried in with him. If there 
were then no expiatory Sacrifice before, 
that was (lain for the ſins of men ; Chrilt 
could not be faid to make any Oblatin 
in Heaven, for the Oblation had reſpe@t 
to 2 Sacrifice already ſlain ; fo that if 
men deny that Chriſt's death was a pt 
per Sacrifice for fin, he could make no 
Oblation at all in Heaven, and Chril 
could not be faid to enter thither, s 
the High Prieſt entred into the Holy of 
Holies with the blood of the Sacrifice; 
which is the thing which the Author to 
the Hebrews aſſerts concerning Chriſt 

XII. 2. There is as great an inconls 


power in Heaven, an o#/ation in any enl, 


onto God, aS in making Chriſt's entrance into Hev 


yell, 
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jen,to be the Oblation which had corre- 


pondency with the OZ/ations of the Law. 
ror what is there which hath the leaſt re- 
emblance with an OZlatiox in it? Hathit 
oy reſpe&t 70 God,as all the legal Oblati- 
ans had2 no, for his interceſſion and power, 
(relius faith, reſpe us, and not God. Was 
thereany Sacrifice at all in it for expzation? 
how isit poſſible,that the mere exerciſe of 
power ſhould be called a Sacrifice 2 What 
inalogy is there at all between them 
And how could he be then faid moſt per- 
feltly to exerciſe his Prieſthood, when there 
was no conſideration at all of any Sacrt- 
fre offered up to God ? ſo that upon theſe 
ſuppoſitions the Author to the Hebrews 
muſt argue upon ſtrange ſimilitudes, and 
fancy reſemblances to himſelf, which it 
waSimpoſſible for the Fews to underſtand 
tim in, who were to judge of the nature 
of Prieſthood and Oblations in a way a- 
grecable to the Inſtitutions among them- 
klves. But was it poſlible for them to 
underſtand ſuch Oblations and a Prieſt- 
booed which had no reſpe@ at all to God, 
but wholly to the People; and ſuch a 
entrance into the Holy of Holies without 
the blood of an expiatory Sacrifice for the 
lgs ofthe people 2 But ſuch abſurdities 
0 men betray themſelves into, when 
liey are forced to ſtrain exprels places 
OL 
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of Scriptureto ſerve an hypothefis, which ting « 

they think themſelves oblig'd tomaintgjn || that 

XIII. We now come to ſhew that thi | atr4 

crellius his interpretation of Cre/lius doth not apy f| ſenſe 
lenk re” with the circumſtances of the placeshy | fnce 
© the cir- fore mentioned, which will eaſily appey | in 
enmdan by theſe brief conſiderations. 1. Thatth | then 
ceot n® {poſtle always ſpeaks of the offering « | poſt 
Heb. 7.27. Chriſt as a thing paſt and once done, ſog | onct 
9.2610-19: 207 t0 be dove again; Which had bay I| doti 
very improper, if by the Oblation« I] hav 

Chriſt, he had meant the continual || te « 
pearance of Chriſt in Heaven for « || ft 

which yet is, and will never ceaſe toh: | dC 

till all his enemies be made his footftod, | 00: 

2. That he ſtill ſpeaks in alluſion to th | of 
Sacrifices which were in uſe among th | He 

Heb.9.12, Fews, and therefore the Oblation'a | Vit 
13-1245 Chriſt muſt be in ſuch a way as was | me 
greeable to what was uſed in the Leviti | Va 

cal Sacrifices, which we have alreadyi I 5: 

large proved he could not do in our Ab || bo 
verſaries ſenſe. 3. That the 4po/7leſpeals | 

of ſuch a Sacrifice for ſins to which the | 1 

fitting at the right hand of God was conſe He 

quent ; fo that the Oblation antecedent of 

to it muſt be properly that Sacrificelo WI 

ſins which he offered to God ; and thete he 

fore the exerciſe of his power for expats | 


onof fins, which they fay is meant by fi W1 
the 
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ting at the right hand of God, cannot be Heb. ro. 
that Sacrifice for fins: Neither can his '2- 
trance into Heaven be it, which in what 

ſenſe it can be called a Sacrifice for fins, 


face themſelves acknowledge it had no 


immediate relation to the expzatzion of 
them, I cannot underſtand. 4. The 4- 
wile ſpeaks of ſuch an Offering of Chriſt 
once, which if it had been repeated, 


be) | doth imply, that Chriſt's ſufferings muſt 
ons | have been repeated too. For then mu? 
ala {| + often have ſuffered fince the foundation Hcb.g.26. 
ri | of the World: but the repeated exerciſe 


of Chriſt's power 1n Heaven doth imply 
no neceſſity at all of Chriſt's frequent 
ſufering, nor his frequent entrance into 


gh | Heaven ; which might have been done 

"nd | without ſaffering, therefore it muſt be 

75+ | meant of ſuch an offering up himſelf as 

zviti | vas implyed in his death and ſufferings. 

dya | 5. He ſpeaks of the offering up of that Heb.1o. 5, 
r A+ | body which God gave him when he came 12: 


ito the World ; but our Adverſaries de- 
ly, that he carried the ſame Body into 
Heaven, and therefore he muſt ſpeak not 
d an offering of Chriſt in Heaven, but 
what was performed here on Earth. But 
here our Adverſaries have ſhewn us a 
tryal of their skill, when they tell us 
with much confidence that the World 


1ato 
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into which Chriſt is here ſaid 70 come, is 
Crell. cap. Not to be underſtood of this World, by 
zo.ſe#.53. of that to come, which 1s not only con. 
trary to the general acceptation of the 
word when taken abſolutely as it is here 
but to the whole ſcope and deſign of the 
place. For he ſpeaks of that Worl/ 
whereinSacrifices and Burnt-offerings were 
aſed, and the Levitical Law was obfer- 
ved, although not ſufficient for perſet 
expiation, and fo rejeted for that end, 
and withal he ſpeaks of that World 
wherein the chearful obedience of Chriſt 
to the will of his Father was ſeen, for 
Heb x0.7, he ſaith, Lo I come to do thy will, O God, 
9. which is repeated afterwards ; but wil 
they ſay, that this World was not thi 
place into which Chriſt came to obey 
the W2/ of his Father 2 and how could 
it be ſo properly ſaid of the future World, 
Lo 1 come to do thy will ; when they 
make the deſign of his aſcenſion to be 
the receiving the reward of his doingand 

ſuttering the will of God upon Earth? 
XIV. But yet they attempt to prove 
ons 27- from the fame Author to the Hebrews, 
Heb.7. 26. that Chriſt's entrance into Heaven, was 
8.4.7. 16. necetlary to his being a perſe&t High 
Prieſt ; for he was to be made hightr 
than the Hea'vens ; and if be were onearth, 


he 
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je ſhould not be a Prieſt; but he was a | 
Prieft after the power of an endleſs life : 
| Neither could he, fay they, be a perfeit 
« High-Prieft, till thoſe words were ſpoken 
1 him, Thou art my Son, this day have 1 x. «. 
* the | Fegottes thee ; which as appears by other 
orly | places, was after the Reſurreftion : But 
al the ſufferings he underwent in the world, 
Yer. | uere only Zo qualify him for this Office in 
fea | Heaven; therefore it is ſaid, That in all 2.17. 
nd, || things it behoved him to be made like un- 
rl | t0 his brethren, that he might be a mer- 
wit | fl and faithful High-Prieft, Sc. This 

for | the ſubſtance of what is produced by 
30d Crellius and his Brethren, to prove that Cre. c.19. 
will | Criſt did not become a perfect High 53 
the | Prieft, till he entred into Heaven: But 
bey || = were worth the knowing, what they 
ald | mean by a perfect Figh-Prieſt ; Is it 
eld, || tat Chriſt did then begin the Office of 
hey || * Higþ-Prieſt, and that he made no of- 
\be || firing at all before? No, that they dare 
and || 00t aſſert at laſt, but that there was no 

> | perfet Sacrifice offered for fin, otherwiſe 
ove | Sinus contends, That Chriſt did offer 
ws, | Pon earth, and that for himſelf too : SO Sucin. pre« 
vas | fiat all kind of offering is not excluded ##: © 4% 
oh by themſelves, before Chriſt's entrance 
her || to Heaven :; But it they mean by per- 
th, ft High-Prieſt in Heaven, that his Of- 
he 9 fice 
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fice of High-Prieſt was not conſummated 
by what he did on earth, but that a ver 
conſiderable part of the Prieſthood of 
Chriſt was ſtill remaining to be perform. 
ed in Heaven; itis no more than wed 
freely acknowledge, and this is all we fay 
is meant by thoſeplaces: For the Apoſtles 
deſign 1s to prove, the excellency of the 
Prieſthood of Chriſt above the Aaronical; 
which he doth, nor only from thee 
cellency of rhe Sacrifice which he offer. 
ed, above the blood of Bulls and Goats, 
but from the excellency of the Priefh 
who did excel the Aaronical Prieſts ; both 
in regard of his calling from God, which 
is all the Apoſtle deſigns, Heb. 5. 5. not 
at all intending to determine the time 
when he was made, but by whom he wi 
made High-Prieſt, even by him that hat 
ſaid, Thou art my Son, &c. and in regard 
of the excellency of the Sautwuary which 
he entred into, which was not an earth 
ly, but a heavenly Sanftuary ; and ine 
gard of the perpetuity ot his funRion 
there, Not going in once a year, as tht 
High-Priefts under the Law did, but 
there ever living to make interceſſion fir 
Ts ; Now this being the Apoſtles defign, 
we may eaſily underſtand why he faith, 
That he was to be a heavenly High-Prich, 
an 
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ind if he had been on earth, he could not 
ery | have been a Frieff : The meaning of 
! of | which is only this, that if Chrift's Of- 
rm. | fc: þad ended in what he did on earth, 
-< | he would not have had ſuch an excel- 
fay | lency 2s he was ſpeaking of; for then 
fls | he had ceaſed to be ar all ſuch a Z2igh 
the | Priz/f, having no Holy of Holies to go 
into, which ſhould as much tranſcend 
'& | theearthly SanQtuary,as his Sacrifice did 
ffer- Þ the Hood of Bulls and Goats : Therefore 
in correſpondency to that Prieſthood, 
if, | which he did ſo farexcell in all the parts 
wth | of it, he was not to end his Prieſthood 
hich Þ merely with the blood which was ſhed for 
not |} a Sacrifice, but he was to carry 1t into 
ime | Heaven,and preſent it before God, and to 
ws || be aperpetual interceſlor in the behalf of 
bad | his people : And ſo was in regard of the 
pard || perpetuity of his Office, a Prieſt after 
hich | the Law of an endleſs Life : But leſt the 
th | people ſhould imagine, that ſo great and 
nre- | excellent a Zigh Prieſt, being io far ex- 
Hon | alted above them, ſhould have no ſenſe 
; the | or compaſſion upon the infirmities of his 
- but Þ people, therefore to encourage them to 
# for | adhere to him, he rells them, That he 
ſign, | 14 made like to his Brethren ; and 
faith, | therefore they need not doubt, but by 
rief, | the ſenſe which he had of the infirmi- 
and S > ties 
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tiesof humane nature, he will have ;. 
ty on the weakneſſes of his people, 
which is all the Apoſtle means by thoſe 
expreſſions. So that none of theſe pla. 
ces do deliroy the Prieſthood of Chriſt on 
earth, but only aſſert the excellency, | 
and the continuance of it in Heavey: 
Which latter, we are as far from deny. 
ing, as our Adverſaries are from grant 
ing the former. And thus much may 
ſuffice for the ſecond thing, to prove 
the death of Chriſt a proper ſacrifice for 
ſin; viz. The Oblation which Chriſt mad: 
of himſelf to God by it. 
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CHAP. VI. 


|, That the effetts of proper Exptatory $4- 


crifices belong to the death of Chriſt, 
which either reſped the fin or the perſon. 


Of the true notion of expiation of fin, 


as attributed to Sacrifices. Of the im- 
portance of "BD, as applied to them. 
Socinus hts proper ſenſe of it examined. 
IT. Crellius hzs Objedtions anſwered. 
Ill. The Fews notion of 25. The Sa- 
erifices not bare conditions of pardon, 
nor expiated merely as a ſlight part of 
obedience. IV. God's exptating fin, de- 
ſtroys not expiation by Sacrifice. V. The 
importance of 19Sze /Zew and 21122 av, 
relating to Sacrifices. VI. Expzation 
attributed to the Sacrifice of Chriſt, in 
the ſame ſenſe that it was to other $a- 
crifices. VII. And from thence, and the 
places of Scripture which mention it, 
proved not to be merely declarative. 
If it had been ſo, it had more properly 
belonged to his Reſurreftion than his 
death.V II. ZheDeath of Chriſt not taken 
Metonymically for all the Conſequents 
of it ; becauſe of the peculiar effefts of 
the death of Chriſt in Scripture. IX. And 
9 3 becauſe 


IS 
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becauſe Expiation is attributed to hin 
antecedently to his entrance into Heg- God 
ven. X., No diſtin(tion in Scripture of } ne" 
the effets of Chriſt's entrance into Hee. || fbal 
en from his fitting at the right hayd Þ| diat 
of God, XI. The effefts of an Expiq. || 
tory Sacrifice, reſpetting the perſon, be. | call 
long to the death of Chriſt, which ar | £10! 
Atonement and Reconciliation. Ofth || 
fignification of FAQ&SIULS and LAvOx | of | 
XII. Zhe Reconciliation by pots Ren 
death, doth not merely reſpect Us, but dot 
God ; why the latter leſs uſed in th || "9 
New Teſtament. A twofold Reconcilis the 
tion with God mentioned in Scripture, | '0* 
Crellius his evaſton anſwered. XI.7hk | 80 
Objeftions from God's being reconciled the 
in the ſending his Son. XIV. And the (10 
inconfiſtency of the Freeneſs of Grate of 
with the Dottrine of Satisfaftion anſwer: th 


| ed, and the whole concluded. 7 
| | , 
Ofthe I." "W HE laſt thing to prove the ſto 
ger death of Chriſt a proper Fy- {Ec 
piario7, as piatory Sacrifice, is, That the | 


—_ eftes of a proper Sacrifice for fin are ph 
ces, Attributed to it. Which do either 6 | ® 
ſpe the firs committed, and are then el 
called Expiation and Remiſſon, or tit all 
perſons, who were guilty of them,as = " 
| E an 
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ſand obnoxious to' the diſpleaſure of 


God, and {ſo the effect of them is Azone- 
ment and Keconciliation. Now theſe we 
ſhall prove do moſt properly and imme- 
dately refer to thedeath of Chriſt ; and 
are attributed to it, as the procuring 
cauſe of them ; and not as a bare condi- 
tion of Chriſt's entranceinto Heaven, or 
25 comprehending in it the conſequents 
of it. I b:gin with the Expzarion and 
Remiſſion of fins; as to which Socznus 
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doth acknowledge, T hat the great Ccor- Socin. ae 


reſpondency doth lie between Chriſt's and Coe 


the Legal Sacrifices. 
toenquire : 1. What reſpedt the Expia- 
tion of {ins had to the Sacrifices under 
the Law. 2. In what ſenſe the Expia- 
tion of (ins is attributed to the Sacrifice 
of Chriſt : For the due explication of 
the reſpe which Expiation of fins had 
to the Legal Sacrifices, we are to con- 
ſider in what ſenſe Expiation is under- 
ſtood, and in what reſpect it is attribu- 
ted to them. For this we are to en- 
quire into the importance of the ſeveral 
phraſes it is ſet fort by, which are 25 
and Rn; in the Old Teſtament, x4Sz- 
ec ay, ewacun, [AeaoKed ay in the New . 
all which are acknowledged by our Ad- 
verſaries to have a peculiar reſpec to the 

| S 4 Expaation 


We are therefore z. :3. 
Crell. cap. 


ſer- 


P. 2. 


10. ſeF.26. 
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Crell. c.10. Expiation made by a Sacrifice. We ſhall 


ſeF. 33. 


begin with the former, becaule Creliy 
objes this againſt Grotzus, That he in 
ployed his greateſt diligence in the explj 
cation of the Greek and Latin words fy 
Expiation of fin, and was contented on 
to ſay, that the Hebrew words would hey 
the ſame ſignification: Whereas, ſaith he 
he ought to have proved, that the Hebrey 
words do require that ſenſe which he taky 
them in. But by Crellius his leave, Grp 
tius took the beit courſe was to be taken 
in words, whoſe fignification is fo oþ 
{cure as thoſe are in the Hebrew Lan- 

guage. For "85 being ſo very rare 

uſed in Scripture in that which Soca 

and Cre/lius contend to be the proper and 

natural ſignification of it ; viz. Tohide 

or cover, and ſo frequently in the ſenk 

of Expiation, what better way could be 

taken for determining the ſenſe of it, a 

applicd to Sacrifices, than by inſiſting up 

on thoſe words which are uſed in the 

New Teſtament, to the very ſame pur 

poſe that NE is uſed in the Old? For 

they cannot pretend that which they {aj 

is the moſt proper ſenſe, can be applict 

to this ſubjeR, viz. To cover with pitch, 

or a bituminous matter, which is called 

AD), Ger, 6. 14. therefore it muſt of n& 

ceſlity 
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xfſity be taken in another ſenſe here. 


But Socinus contends, T hat it ought to be 


ken in a ſenſe moſt agreeable to that, 
phich is, faith he, that the Expiation of 


othing elſe, but the covering of it, Socin. de 
fuve - Je, oe - j ? Servat: Þ. 


2.6. Il. 


by God's grace and benignity. Thence, faith 
he, David ſaith, Bleſſed is the man whoſe 


iniquity 7s covered, Burt how can this Pſal. 32.1. 


prove, that the proper ſignification of 
#33 as applied to in, is covered by God's 
Grace, when neither the word 555 is here 
uſed, nor 1s there any reſpect at all men- 
tioned of an Expiation by Sacrifice, 
which is the thing we are diſcourſing of ? 
And is the covering of fin ſuch an eaſie 
and intelligible phraſe, that this ſhould 
te made choice of to explain the diffi- 
culty of 125 by ? What is it that they 
would have us underſtand by the cover- 
ing ſin 2 ſurely not to make it ſironger 
and more laſting, as the Ark was cover- 
&, with that bituminous matter for rhat 
end, and yet this would come rhe near- 
eſt to the proper ſenſe of 125. So that 
trom their own interpretation it appears, 
that 195 as applied to the expiation of 
fin by Sacrifices,cannot be taken ſo much 
as 1n alluſion to that other fenſe ; for 
their ſenſe of Expiation, is either by the 
deſtruction of ſin, or deliverance of the 
{inner 
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ſinner from the puniſhment of it, by 
what reſemblance is there between the 
covering of a thing, inorder to its pre. 
ſervation, and the making it not to 

or at leaſt deſtroying all the power of it; 
But ſuppoſing we thould grant that i 
hath ſome alluſion to the ſenſe of cover. 
ing, why muſt it neceſlarily be ſuppoſed 
to be done by the meer Grace of God, 1; 
excluding all antecedent cauſes which 
ſhould move to it 2 would not the pro 
priety of the ſenſe remain as well, ſup 
poling a moving cauſe, as excluding it! 
What ſhould hinder, but that God may 
be ſaid as well to cover fin upon a Sacti 
fice as 70 forgive zt, and this is very fre 
quently uſed upon a Sacrifice, T hat the 


Lib. 4. 26. ſin (bal be forgiven 2 But yet them: 


Ver. 31, 


35- 


ſelves acknowledge, that the Sacrifice 
were conditions required in order to & 
piation ; if then 135 hath an immedute 
reſpe&t to God's immediate favour and 
benignity, how comes it to be uſed where 
a condition is neceſ{arily ſuppoſed in ot- 
der to it ? Had it not been more agreet 
ble to this benignity of God to have 
pardon'd ſin without requiring any { 
crifice for it, than ſo ſtrictly inſitting up 
on theoftering up Sacrifice in order to it, 
and then declaring that the fix is exp 


ted, 
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ed, and it ſhould be forgiven ? ſrom hence 
ve ſee that there 15 no neceſſity why 5 
hould be uſe as applied to facrifices in 
\ ſenſe moſt agreezble to that of cover- 
im with pitch, nor that it is not poſſi 
le it ſhould have ſuch a ſenſe when ap- 
plied to fins ; and withal that it is very 
confiſtent with an antecedent condition 
it, and therefore can by no means de- 
roy ſatisfaction. 

I. Tes, faith Crellius, it doth, for ex-Crlliw his 
pation is explained in the Law by non im- ata gooey 
mation, Deut.2 1.8. Be merciful, O Lord, ſwered. 
mto thy people Iſrael whom thou haſt re- 
deemed, and lay not innocent blood unto 
thy people of Iſrael's charge ; and the blood 
(ball be forgiven them, But not to im- 
ute, ſaith he, and. to receive true and 
full ſatisfaftion overthrow each other : and 
ſo expiation being the ſame with that, 
will overthrow it too. To this I anſwer, 
1 [grant that "22 is here uſed both as 
zpplied 70 God, and to the fin, and that 
the ſenſe of it is uſed as to 7he people, when 
the prayer is that God would not lay it to 
their charge, which is the ſame with ex- 
piating of it. 2. We are to conſider, 
what the foundation of this Prayer was, 
viz, the ſlaying of the Heifer for expiation 
of the uncertain murder ; and when the 
| Elders 


Crell. c. 10. 
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Elders had waſhed their hands over th 
head of the Heifer, then they werety 
proteſt their own 1nnocency, and to uk 
this prayer. RN) 1907 5 Expiate 
thy people Iſrael, &c, i. e. accept of thi 
Sacrifice as an expiation for them, and 
fo charge not on them the innocent 
blood, &c. and upon doing of this it i 
ſaid, 2717 a7? TEIN, and the blood fl 
be expiated, i.e. as the Yulgar Lath 
explains it, the guilt of the blood ſhall k 
taken fromthem, But how then ſhould 
the expiating fin upon a Sacrifice ſlainig 
order thereto, deſtroy that fſatisfaQion 
which we aſlert by the blood of Chil 
being ſhed in order to the expiation of 
our ſins ? Nay, it much rather ſheweth 
the conſiſtency and agreeableneſls of thele 
one with another. For we have before 
proved, that the Sacrifice here did expt- 
ate the ſin by a ſubſtitution, and bear- 
ing the guilt which could not have been 
expiated without ir. But Crellius further 
urgeth, That God himſelf is here ſaid to 
expiate, and therefore to expiate cant 
fianifie to atone or ſatisfie; inwhich ſenſe 
Chriſt may be ſaid to expiate too, not by 


atouing or ſatisfying, but by aot zmputing. 


(ins, or taking away the puniſhment of them 


by his power. To which we need. 00 
other 
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ther anſwer than what Cre/ius himſelf 


tewhere gives, viz. That Socinus never 
lies but that "ED doth fignifie to appeaſe 
atone ; which is moſt evidently proved 
romthe place mention'd byGrozzus,Gen. 
11, 20. NMDA WB NBR Expiabo fa- 
iemejus in munere, faith the interlineary 
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Cum 10 
neget, $0 
cinus boc 
wverbum 
placand; 


ftgnificati« 


0nem habe- 
re, Crell. c. 
20. ſef7.38. 


Verſion, placabo ilum muneribus,the Vulg, 
Lat. iA4oopay T0 Te gownov duty, the 
LXX. and all the circumſtances of the 
pace make it appear to be meant in the 
proper ſenſe of appeaſing the anger of a 
xrlon by ſomething which may move 
tim to ſhew favour. And if Crell;us 
yill yield this to be the ſenſe of expiati- 
# as applied to the facrifice of Chriſt, 
he need not quarrel with the word ſati- 
fatios, But why ſhould he rather at- 
tribute that ſenſe of expiation to Chriſt, 
which is alone given to God, wherein 
the expiatzon 1s attributed to him that 
receives the Sacrifice, rather than to 
tim that offers the ſacrifice in order to 
the atonement of another? ſince it is ac- 
knowledged that Chriſt did offer a /a- 
ifice ; and therefore there can be no 
reaſon why that ſenſe of expiation ſhou!d 
not belong to him, which was moſt pe- 
Culiar to that ; which we ſhall now 
hew to be of the fame kind with what 

1s 


The Jews 


notion of 
7; 


Buxtorf. 
Lexic. Tal- 
mud. V. 


2 
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is here mentioned, viz. an appeaſing h 
a gift offcred up to God. LM Fs 
the word uſed to the ſame ſenſe, » Sam 
21. 3. \PIRMAN 2 m1 ZZ1)N20Mhey, and 
wherewith ſhall I make the atonement, i.e 
wherewith ſhall I fatisfle you for al 
the wrong which Sau! hath done unto 
you? and. we ſee afterwards it was þ 
the death of Saul's ſons. In which plag 
it cannot be denied but thar TED notes 
ly ſignifies to appeaſe, but ſuch a kind 
of fatisfa&tion as 1s by the death of fone 
for the faults of others ; and ſo comes 
home, nut only to the importance of 
rhe expiatzon belonging to a Sacrifice in 
general ; but to ſuch a kind ofexpiation 
as 1s by the ſuffering of ſome in the 
place of others. Which though it be 
more clear and diſtin&t, where one man 
ſuffers for others, yet this was ſuffice 
ently repreſented in the ſacrifices under 
the Law, in which we have already 
proved that there was a ſubſtitution df 
them in the place of the offenders. 
[I. And 1n this ſenſe the Fews them 
ſelves do underſtand "22, vzz. ſuch a1 


* exprationas is made by rhe ſubſtitution 


of one in the place of anotizer. Of which 
many inſtances are collected by Buxtor|, 
wherein IE is taken by the Rabbinicd 

Writes 


LIMI . * 


ctorf, 
ical 


r;ters 
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Writers for ſuch an expiation, whereby 
ne was to undergo a puniſhment in the 
place of another. So when in the title 
Snhedrin the people ſay to the High- 
Prieſt IIMEI 128 19 fmus nos expiatio tra, 
let us be for an expiation for you, the 
Gloſs explains it thus, hoc eff, in nobis fiat 
expiatio tua, noſq; ſubeamus tuo loco quic- 
uid tibi evenire debet. And when they 
tell us how Children ought to honour 
their Parents after their death, they ſay 
when they recite any memorable ſpeech 
of their Fathers, they are not barely to 
ky, My Father ſaid ſo: but my Lord and 
Father ſaid ſo, would T had been the ex- 
piation of his death: 1. e. asthey explain 
it themſelves, wou!d Thad undergone what 
ke did, and they give this general rule, 
where ever it is ſaid, behold I am for ex- 
piation, it is ro be underſtood, behold I 
am in the place of another to bear his ini- 
quities, So that this ſignifies the ſame 
with AUTeov or a price of redemption for 
others. Hence 2 is taken for a price 
of redemption of the life of another, and 
rendred by Aurzo, Exod. 2 1. 30.— 30. 
I2, Numb. 35.31,32. where we render it 
atisfaction, and by i220 wa, Plal. 48.7. 
and thereby we fully underſtand, what 
our Saviour meant when he ſaid, that he 
gave 
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Math, 20. Zave his Soul, 2uTeov av AG, a rap 
28. ſome for many,- and to this day the Jens 
call the Cock which they kill for Expig. 
tion on the day of Atonement, by the 
name 'of Cappara; and when they bet 
the Cock againſt rheir heads thrice, they 
every time uſe words to this purpoſe, Iz 
this Cock be an exchange for me, let hin 
be in my room, and be made an Expiatin 
for me: let death come to him, but tom 
and all [(rael life and happineſs. I ink 
on theſe things, only ro let us under. 
ſtand, that the Fews never underſtood 
* 0,4, 12, 2 18 the ſenſe our Adverſaries contend 
£11. Docer for, when applyed to an Expiatory'$ 
Secm%7 Vi- critice, but as implying, a Commutation, 


Aimarum 


oblatiomem and a Subſtitution of one in the place of 


ob:aienti= another, fo as by the punithment of that; - 


1a" Ds the other in whoſe room he ſuffers, may 
preſtan- obtain deliverance. Which is the ſenk 
dam,quan- 


+... plead for. But the utmolt which * $& 
wem con- CInus and Crellius Will allow tothe Sat» 
row, ficesin order to Expiation, is barely this 
Earn” T hat the offering of them is to be confidtt: 
A ed as a meer condition (that hath no & 
7 yam her reſpect to the expiation of ſins, than 
ac pecca- the paring a mans nails would have had, 
s nſe. If God had required it) upon which ſlight 
queretur. obedience, the pardon of ſome light fins 
Crell.c.10. 19;7 44 be obtained. But can any one 


{ect. 10. : x 
a 1Magun, 


f 
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imagine, that this was all that was de- 
ſgned by the Sacrifices of old, who 


Þ conſiders the antiquity and univerſality 


of them in the world in thoſe elder times 
tefore the Law, tie great ſeverity by 
which they were requir'd under the Law; 
the puntual preſcriptions that were 
made in all circumſtances for them, the 
vaſt and almoit incſtimable expence the 
reople were at about them, but above 
ll, the reaſon that God himſelf aſſigns 
in the Law, That the blood was given for 
expiation, becauſe it was the life, and 
the correſpondency ſo clearly expreſſed 
0 the New Teitament, between the Sa- 
cifice of Chriſt, and thoſe Levitical Sa» 
mifices? Can any one, I fay, imagine 


T won theſe conſiderations, that the Sacris 


ices had no other reſpect to the expiation 
of fin, than as they were a ſlight teſlt- 
mony of their obedience to God 2 Why 
vere not an inward ſorrow for ſin, and 
tears and prayers rather made the only 
conditions of Expiation than fuch a 
burthenſome and chargeable ſervice im- 
poſed upon them, which at laſt ſignift- 
dd nothing, but that a command being, 
luppoſed, they would have ſinned if they 
ad broken it 2 But upon our ſuppoſition 
ireaſonable account is given of all the 

T Expilatory 
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expiatory Sacrifices ; viz. That Gyy 
would have them ſee, how highly he 
elteemed his Laws, becaule an expiation 
was not ro be made for the breach 9 
them, but by the ſacrificing of thelik 
ot ſome Creature which he ſhould ap. 
point inſtead of the death of the Offep 
der; and if the breach of thoſe Lay 
which he had given them muſt require 
ſuch an expiation, what might they then 
think would the ſins of the whole worl 
do, which muſt be expiated by a Sac 
fice infinitely greater than all thoſe put 
together were ; viz, The death and ſuffer 
ings of the Son of God for the ſins of men! 
Bur it the offering Sacrifice had beens 
bare condition required of the perſon wh 
committed the fault, in order to expiatin. 
Why is it never faid, That the perſon 
who offered it, did expiate his own fault 
thereby 2 For that had been the mol 
proper feaſe ; for if the expiation did 
pend on the offering the Sacrifice, as 0 
rhe condition of it, then the performing 
the condition, gave him an immedute 
right tothe benefit of the promiſe. [tt 
be faid, 7hat his own aft was not only tt: 
celſary in bringing the Sacrifice, but the 
Prieſts alſo in offering up the blood: Ti 
will not make it at all the more _—_ 
oF 
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le; becauſe the pardon of ſin ſhould 
not only depend upon a man's own at, 
but upon the act of another, which he 
could not in reaſon be accountable for, 
ifhe miſcarried in it. If the Prieit ſhould 
refuſe to do his part, or be unfit to do 
it, or break ſome Law 1n the doing of it, 
how hard would it ſeem that a mans 
fins could not be expiated, when he had 
done all that lay in his own power 1n 
order to the expiation of them, but that 
another perſon, whoſe actions he had 
no command over, neglected the doing 
his duty 2 So that 1t the Sacrifice had 
no other influence on expiation, but as 
2 part of obedience, in all reaſon the ex- 
pation ſhould have depended on no o- 
ther conditions bur ſuch as were under 
the power of him, whoſe ſins were to 
be expiated by it. | 
IV. But Cre//zus urgeth againſt our Godsexpi- 
{nſe of Expiation, That if it were by _ 
Subſtitution, then the Expiation would be nor na kN 
mſt properly attributed to the Sacrifices tion by fa- 
themſelves ; whereas it is only ſaid, that rw = 
by the Sacrifices the Expiation is obtained ; ſet. 39: 
but that God or the Prieſt do expiate 
and to God it belongs properly, becauſe he 
takes away the guilt and puniſhment of ſin ; 
wich 7s, ſaith he, al/ meant by expiation ; 
T3 to 
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to the Prieſt only conſequently, as dyjy Hood 

what God requires in order to it ; and I 

the Sacrifices only as the condition þ [© 

which it was obtained. Bur if the Exyia cond! 

tion doth properly belong to God, any 
implies no more than bare pardon, its |! * 

hard to con: eive that it ſhould have any theſe 
neceſlary relation tothe blood of theSacr, ſure] 

fice: but the Apo.ileto the Hebrews tell | VOY 

us, that Remifſion had a necellary reſped been 

to the ſhedding of blood, fo that withay Av 

Heb. 9.22: z hat there was no remiſſion. Howimpr || 2 P! 
perly doth the Apoſtle diſcourſe through in? 

out that Chapter, wherein he ſreaks | 5*® 

much concerning the blood of the Sar; 1 

fices purifying, and 1n curreſpondency to you 
Ver.13,14. that, the blood of Chr.ſt purging our Cn | 
Fay gs ſciences ; and that all rhings under th kney 
' " Law, were purified with Blood , Had al elf 
this no other {;gnificarion, but that this vor! 

was a bare cordition that had no other the | 
importance, Lut as a mere a& of ok] PP 

dience when God had required it? why Apo 

doth not the peſtle rather ſay, with nd 

God s favour there is no remiſſion, that cſſy 

without the ſhedding of blood ; \f all the the 
expiation did properly belong to tha | 3c 

and only very remotely to the blood d ther 

the Sacrifice? What imaginable neceſr 3% 

ty was there, that Chriſt muſt ſhed w ſr 

blu 
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od in order to the expration of our 
ns, if all that Hood of the Legal Sacri- 
ices did ſigntfie no more than a bare 
condition of pardon, though a ſlight part 
of cbedience in it felf 2 Whv muſt Chriſt 
ky down his life in correſpondency to 
theſe Levitical Sacrifices 2 for that was 
furely no ſlight part of his obedience. 
Why might not this condition have 
ken diſpenſed with in him, ſince our 
Adverſaries ſay, that in it ſelf it hath 
no proper efficacy on the expiation of 
in2 And doth not this ſpeak the 
mreateſt repugnancy to the kindneſs 
nd Grace of God in the Goſpel, that he 
would not diſpenſe with the ignomt- 
tious death of his Son, although he 
knew it could have no influence of it 
kf on the expiation of the ſins of the 
world > But upon this ſuppoſition, . that 
the b/ood of Sacrifices under the Law had 


{| noproper influence upon Expiation, the 


Apoſtles diſcourſe proceeds upon weak 
ind inſufficient grounds. For what ne- 
ellity in the thing was there, becauſe 
the blood of the Sacrifices was made a 
condition of pardon under the Law, 
therefore the blood of Chriſt mu't be 1o 
now; although in it ſelf it hath no pro- 
per efficacy for that end ? But the Apo- 
T2 [tles 
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files words and way of Argumentation 
doth imply, that there was a peculiar 
efficacy both in the one and the other, jn 
order to Expiation ; although a far greg. 
ter in the blood of Chriſt, than could he 
in the other; as the thing typified, ought 
to exceed that which was the repreſen. 


tation of it. From hence we ſee, that 
the Apoſtle attributes what Expiation 
there was under the Law, not immed;- 
ately to God, as belonging properly to 
him, but zo the blood of Bulls and Goats, 
and the aſhes of an Heifer, ſprinkling the 
unclean. Which he had very great rez- 
ſon to do, ſince God expreſly {aith to the 
Fews, that the blood was given them 
"B37? ad expiandum, to expiate for their 


Lev. 17.1t- ſouls, for the blood 3 WB3D [ball expt 


ate the foul. Than which words, no- 
thing could have been more plainly 
ſaid to overthrow Cre//zus his aſlertion, 
that Expiation 1s not properly or chiefly 


attributed to the Sacrifices, but prime 


rily to God, and conſequentially to the 
Prieſt : who is never faid toexpzate, but 
by the Sacrifice which he offered, ſo that 
his Office was barely Miniſterial in it. 
But from this we may eaſily underſtand, 
in what ſenſe God is faid to expzare fins, 
where it hath reſpe& to a Sacrifice 

DS (which 
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(which 15 that we are now diſcourſing 
of, and not in any larger or more 1m- 
roper uſe of the word) for ſince God 
himſelf hath declared, that the blood was 
given for Expiation, the Expiation which 
telongs to God, mult imply his accep- 
ance of it for that end, for which it 
was offered. For the execution or diſ- 
charge of rhe puniſhment belonging to 
him, he may be ſaid in that ſenſe to ex- 
pate, becauſe it 1s only 1n his power to 
diſcharge the ſinner from that obligation 
to punichment he lies under by his fins. 
And we do not ſay, that where expia- 
ting is attributed to him that accepts the 
Atonement, that it doth imply his under- 
2ing any puniſhment which is 1mpoſTi- 
bleto ſuppoſe ; but that where it 1s attri- 
buted to a Sacrifice, as the means of Atone- 
ment, there we ſay it doth not imply a 
hare condition, but ſuch a Subſtitution 
of one in the place of another, that on 
the account of that, the fault of the of- 
fender himſelf is expiated thereby. 
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V. And to this ſenſe the other word The im- 
&n doth very well agree ; for Socinus portance, 


and Cre//zus cannot deny, But that Gen. 


Or X&YAets 
Ceiy, and 


31.39, it properly fignifies Luere, or 10 dxdt, 


; -. relating £0 
bear puniſhment; although they ſay, FF orifices. 


where elſe ſignifies ſo, and the reaſon is, 
T 4 becauſe 
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becauſe it is applied to the Altar, and ſu 
other things, which are not capable of it , 
but doth it hence follow, that it ſhoulg 
not retain that ſignification where the 
matter will bear it, as in the caſe of $4 
crifices. And although it be frequently 
rendred by ay4aCew, 4828 Yew, EEinagts 
Soy, yet that will be no prejudiceto the 
ſenſe we plead for in reſpect of Sacrif 
ces, becauſe thoſe words when uſed con- 
cerning them, do ſignific Exptation too, 
* Grot;us proves, that they do from 
* their own nature and con!/ant uſe in 
* Greek Authors , not only fignifie an 
* antecedency of order, but a peculiar 
* efficacy in order to Expiation. Thence 
& expiatory Sacrifices among the Greets 
pi were called Nags, Tying aalegmg 
* and iAzoxeSay, frequently 1n Homer, 
" applied tO Sacrifices, ayvitew Thu mv 
* x4dzewn;in Plutarch, and 211aCew uſed 
* in the ſame ſenſe ; an Expiatory Sacre 
* ficein Herodotus is call'd +0 2noy, and 
* to the ſame purpoſe it is uſed in Her 
* mogenes, Platoand Plutarch: as among 
** the Latins, placare, purgare, purificare, 
* concilzare, luſtrare in the fame ſenk, 
* and pare when uſed in Sacrifices, he 
#* proves to ſignifie Luere per ſucceſſionen 
* rei alterius in locum pane debits. 
Then 
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uv Thence piaculum uſed for an Expiatory 


« Sacrifice, and expare is to appeaſe by 
6 {ch a Sacrifice, fo Cerersy numen expi- 
6 are is Uſed in Cicero; filium exprare in 
& T;vy. So that all theſe Sacrificcs a- 
* mong them were ſuppoſed {till to per- 
& tain to the atoning the Deity, and ob» 
& taining 2-remiſlion of fins commuted 
«by them. And from hence (becauſe 
«where there w as a greater equality and 
« nearneſs, there might Le the greater 
efficacy of the Sacrifice for expiation ) 
came the cuſtom of ſacrificing men, 
% which Grotzus at large ſhews to have 
& 2lmo{t univerſally obtained before the 
* coming of Chriſt. We are now tocon- 
fder what Cre/lias anſwers to this ; the 
ſubſtance of which lies in theſe two 
things. 1. Hedcnies not but that xg%a- oil. c.10. 
av and eyidZ ww do in their proper uſe (ed. 23,& 
in the Greek Tengue ſignifie the purging of ** 
quilt, and the averfion of the wrath of God 
and puniſhment, but that thoſe and ſuch 
other words are attributed to Sacrifices, 
becauſe thoſe were ſuppoſed tobe the effefs 
of them among the Heathen ; but the 
attributing ſuch effefts to them, did ariſe 
from their ſuperſtition, whereby greater 
things were attributed to Sacrifices, than 
God would have given to them, either be- 


fore 
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Itaq; quod ad woces Gra- 
cas va.Yuert en & duHa- 
4 aw attinet, quibus in hoc 
argumento non ſemel utitur 
D. {:ripior ad Heb. ee ad 
Crit; Sacrificium © $a- 
c:r doti; funitionem relate 
eo :tiam ſenſu uſurpantur 
aus77 Grace lingua recepe- 
"at, h. e. de expurgatione 
reatus © averſions ite 
numinis aut pene. Crell. 


C. 10, P. 499, 
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fore or under the Law, 1; Bj 


denies not but that thoſe words, 
weoneraur and cyiaf wy, be. 
ing uſed by the Author to the 
Hebrews more than once with 
reſpect to the Sacrifices and 
Prieſthood of Chriſt, were t4 
ken in the ſame ſenſe inwhith 
they are uſed in the Gree 
Tongue, viz. For the purgiy 


of guilt, and the averſion of the wrath of 
God, and the puniſhment conſequent upon it; 
But all that he contends for is, 7 hat ther 
is a difference in the manner of effefling i, 
which he acknowledges the words themſelug 


donot imply ; and the reaſons he givesforit 


are, T hat the other were proper, but Chriſt s 
an improper Sacrifice ; and that the other 
Sacrifices were offered by men toGod,but the 
Sacrifice of Chriſt was given by God to men, 
ond therefore he muſt jf ſuppoſed to be re 
conciled before. From whence he wouldat 
leaſt have other ſenſesof theſe words joy- 
ned together with the former ; v7z. Either 
for purging away the filth of ſin,or for adecle 


rationof a deliverance from guilt aud puniſt 
ment, 1n imitation of the 1d4zom of the He- 
brew,in which many words are uſed inthe 
From hence it follows, 
that Cre/zus doth yield the main cru 

| 
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{it appear, that Chriſt did offer up an 
xpiatory Sacrifice to God in his death, for 
hen he grants that z4Iz2/2<oand 2pic- 
'@ being applied to the Sacrifice of 
(hriſt, are to be taken for the purging as 
pajof guilt, and the averſron of the wrath 
of God, and the puniſhment of fin. And 
tis to no | urpole to lay, that it isnot a 
mroper Sacrifice, for if the eftects of a 
moper Sacrifice do belong to it, that 
yroves that 1t 1s ſo ; {or theſe words be- 
np acknowledged to be applied to the 
gcrifice of Chriſt by the Author to the 
Hebrews, what could more evince that 
Chriſt's was a proper Sacrifice, than that 


FT: thoſe things are ettribured to it, which 


by the conſent of all Nations, are faid 
to belong to proper Sacrifices, and that 
n the very ſame ſenſe in which they 
re uſed by thoſe who underſtood them 
nthe moſt proper ſenſe. And what rea- 
ln could Cre//zus have to fay, that zt 
vas ouly the ſuperſtition of the Feathens, 
which made them attribute ſuch effeits to 
ſarifices ; when himſelf acknowledges 
that the very ſame ſenſe doth beiong to 
the Sacrifice of Chri/# under that notion ? 
ndas to theFews we have already proved 
that the ſenile of expiation among them 
Was by vertue of the Law to be taken 
in 
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Expiation 
attributed 
to the Sa- 
crifice of 

Chriſt in 

the ſame 

{enſe that 
1t was to 

other Sa- 

crifices. 


in as proper a ſenſe as among the Hz. 
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thens, for the purging of guilt, and the 
averſion of the wrath of God. An; why 
ſhould Crellius deny that effet of the Sz. 
crifice of Chriſt as to the atonement of 
God, becauſe God's love was ſeen in giving 
him who was to offer the Sacrifice ? ſince 
that effec is attributed to thoſe Sacrif. 
ces under the Law which God himſelf 
appointed to be offered, and thewed his 
great kindneſs tothe people in the Inſt 
tution of ſuch a way, whereby their ſins 
might be expiated, and they delivered 
from the puniſhment of them. But of 
the conſiſtency of theſe two, I ſhall ſpeak 
more afterwards, in the effect of the $ 
crifices as relating to Perſons. 

VI. Wenow come to conſider in what 
ſenſe the expiation of ſins 18 in Scripture 
attributed to the Sacrifice of Chriſt, and 
therein I ſhall prove theſe two things 
1. That the Expiation 1s attributed to 
the Sacrifice of Chriſt in the ſame ſenſe 
that itis attributed to other Sacrifices,and 
as the words in themſelves do ſignifie. 
2. That what is fo attributed doth be 
long to the Sacrifice of Chriſt in hisdeath, 
antecedent to his entrance into Heaven. 
1. That the expzation is to be taken 10a 
proper ſenſe, when it is attributed the 

acti 
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cout r over/te 1s 10t about [ he 4 hing, VIZ. whe- Crell. c.10, 
lee. 24- 


ther expiation in the ſenſe we take it in 
for purging away guilt, and averſion of the 
wrath of God, dirh belong to the Sacrifice 
if Chriſt, for he acknowledges it doth, but 
i] the queſtion is about the manner of it : 
which in the next Section he thus ex- 
plains: There are three ſenſes in which 
Chriſt may be ſaid to expiate fins; either 
by begetting Faith in us, whereby we are 
drawn off from the pradtice of fin, in which 
ſenſe, he ſaith, it is a remoter antecedent 
toit ; or as it relates to the expiation by 
aftual deliverance from punifſhmext, fo he 
faith, it is an immediate antecedent to it : 
or as he declares that they are expiated, 
but this, he ſaith, doth not ſo properly re- 
late to Chriſt as a Sacrifice, but as a Prieſt. 
But never a one of theſe ſenſes comes 
near to that which Cre//zas grants tobe 
the proper importance of xgSzexe and 
zyaZewv, as applied to a Sacrifice, viz. 
the purging away guilt, and the averſion 
of the wrath of God, and puniſhment, not 
any way, but by the means of the Sa- 
crifice offered. For in the Legal Sacri- 
fices nothing can be more plain than that 
the expiation was to be by the Sacrifice 
offered for Atonement : ſuppoſing then 
that 


Of the Sufferings 
that in ſome other way ( which could 
be by no means proper to thoſe Sacrif. 
\ ces) Chriſt may be faid to expuate ſing 
>what doth this prove that there was an 

\expiation belonging to his Sacrifices 
grecable to the Sacrificecs of old? By 
as | urged betore in the cafe of Chrif 
being Hzh Prieſt, that by their afler- 
tions the Fews might utterly deny the 
force of any argument uſed by the 4 
thor to the Hebrews to prove it: (01 
ſay as to the expiation by Chriſt's Sacri 
fice, that it hath no analogy or corre 
ſpondency at all with any Sacrifice that 
was ever offered for the expiation of 
ſins. For by that they always under- 
ſtood ſomething which was immediate 
ly offered to God for that end, upon 
which they obtain'd remiſſion of fins;but 
here is nothing anſwerable to it in their 
ſenſe of Chriſt's Sacrifice ; for here is no 
Obſlation at all made unto God for this 
_ end; all the efficacy of the Sacrifice of 
Chritt, in order to expiation doth whol- 
ly and immediately reſpe&t us ; fo that 
it it bea proper Sacrifice to any, it mult 
be a Sacrifice tous, and not to God: for 
a Sacrifice is always ſaid to be made to 
him whom 1t doth immediately reſpet; 
but Chriſt in the planting Faith, in bras 
elive* 
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deliverance, in declaring to us this de- 
iverance, doth wholly reſpect us, and 
therefore his Sacrifice muſt be made to 
men, and not to God. Which is in it 
ſelf a groſs abſurdity, and repugnant to 
the nature and deſign of Sacrifices from 
the firſt inſtitution of them ; which 
were always eſteemed ſuch immediate 
parts of divine worſhip, that they ought 
to reſpeAt none elſe but God, as the ob- 
ject to which they were directed, though 
for the benefit and advantage of mankind. 
As well then might Chriſt be ſaid zo pray 
for s, and by that no more be meant 
but that he doth teach us to underſtand 
our duty; as be made an expiatory Sa- 
crifice for us, and all the effect of it 
only reſpe&t us and not God. And 
this is ſo far from adding to the perfe- 
tion of Chriſt's Sacrifice above the Legal 


(which is the thing pleaded by Cre/ius ) Crell.c.ro. 


that it deſtroys the very nature of a Sa-/ 
crifice, if ſuch a way of expiation be at- 
tributed to it (which though conceived 
to be more excellent in it ſelf) yet is 
wholly incongruous to the end anddelign 
of a Sacrifice tor Expiation. And the ex- 
cellency of the manner of expiation ought 
to be in the ſame kind, and not quite of. 
another nature; for, will any one ay, 
tnat 
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that a General of an Army hath a more 
excellent condudtthan all that went befor 
him, becauſe he can make finer ſpeeches, 
or that rhe 4ſomanzan Family diſcharg' 
the Office of Prieſthood beſt, becauſe 
they had a greater power over the people, 
or that Nero was theymo!! excellent Em. 
perour of Rome becauſe he excelled the 
reſt in Mufick and Poetry : by which we 
ſee that to aſlert an excellency of one 
above another, we muſt not go to ans 
ther kind, but ſhew its excellency in chu 
wherein the compariſon lies : So that 
this doth not prove the excellency of the 
Sacrifice of Chriſt, becauſe he hath 4 
greater power to perſwade, deliver and 
govern, than any Sacr/b6ce under the 
Law ; for theſe are things quite of anc 
ther nature from the con{ideration of x 
Sacrifice : But therein the excellency of1 
Sacrifice is to be demonitrated , that it 
excells all other in the proper end and 
deſign of a Sacrifice, 2. e. it it be more 
etiectual towards God for obtaining the 
expiation of fin ; which was always 
thought to be the proper end of all $4 
crifices for expiation. Although then 
Chriſt may be allowed to excel all other 
Sacrifices in all imaginable reſpe&s but 
that which is the proper intention of 
Sactt 
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Ucrifice ; it may prove far greater ex- 
llency in Chriſt, but it doth withall 
move a greater imperfeCtion in his Sacrt- 
ice, if it fail in that which is the proper 
nd of it. So that if we ſhould grant 
that the expiation attributed to Chriſt's 
Qerifice ſignified no-more than reclaim- 
ng men from their ſins, or their delt- 
rerance by his power, or a declaration 
ofGod's decree to pardoh,this may prove 
thatthere are better argumeats to believe 
the remiſſion of our ſins now under the 
Goſpel ; but they do not in the leaſt prove 
that Chriſt is to be conſider d as a Sacri- 
fee; much leſs that hedoth far excell in 
the notion of an Expiatory Sacrifice all 
thoſe which were offered up to God for 
that end under the Law. 


VII. But we muſt now further con- Expiation 
{ider, whether this be all attributed to i Sooner 
Chriſt in order to expiation in Scriprure ; ly declares 
ie, Whether thoſe words which of them- **<: 


klvesdo imply the averſion of the wrath 
f God, when uſed concerning other Sa- 
cifices, when applied to the Sacrifice of 
Chriſt, do only imply the begetting 
faith in us, or a declaration of pardon. 
The words which are uſed to this pur- 
pole, are KA Onel aw eyie Cu, pavniCew, 
\sw, Which are all applied to the _ 
W. Q 
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Crell. cap. 
xo. ſe. 
28. p. 506. 
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of Chriſt, and the diſpute is, whether 
they ſignifieno more but a declaration of 
pardon, or a means to beget faith in ys, 
The firſk words ug9u2/w and Cate 
Crellius acknowledgeth do frequently ſigni. 
fe deliverance from guilt aud puniſhment, 
but, he ſaith, they may likewiſe ſignifeq 
declaration of that deliverance, as decreed 
by God, or a purging from the fins them. 


ſelves, or from the cuſtom of finning, $ 


that by Cre/zus his own confeſſion, the 
ſenſe we contend for is moſt proper and 
uſua), the other are more remote, and 
only poſſible ; why then ſhould we for- 
fake the former ſenſe, which doth moſt 
perfetly agree to the nature of a Sacri 
fice, which theother ſenſes have noſuch 
relation to, as that hath 2 For theſe be- 
ing the words made uſe of in the New 
Teſtament, to imply the force and eff 
cacy of a Sacrifice, why ſhould they not 
be underſtood in the ſame ſenſe which 
the Hebrew words are taken in, when 
they are applied to the Sacrifices under 
the Law? We are not enquiring into all 
poſlible ſenſes of words, but into the 
moſt natural and agreeable to the ſcope 
of them thatuſe them : and that we ſhall 
make it appear to be the ſame, we plead 


for in the places in diſpute between Us; 
as, 
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as, 1 John 1.7. The blood of Jeſus Chriſt 
his $on, PC Sic £5 NUACES oro TER TNG LULL» 
las, purgeth us from all ſin, Heb.g.13, 
14. If the Blood of bulls, and of goats, 
and the aſhes of an heifer, ſprinkling the 
unclean, 4112 u Dex TW D onoul; nadue 
ejrnle, ſanitifieth to the purifying of the 
feſh, Flow much more (ball the blood of 
Chriſt purge your conſciences from dead 
works, «92x24 TWworadya 2 Heb. 1.3. 
| eauT# 1a 9H? 15 4gv INCH MENG, FH as 
uaghoy nuay, when he had by himſelf 
hurged our fins. So pavlifew and Mgeuv 
are uſed with a reſpe& to the blood of 
Chriſt, ZZeb. 10. 2.2. Apocalyp. 1. 5. And 
becauſe remiſſion of ſin was looked on as 
the conſequent of expiation by Sacrifice 
under the Law ; therefore that is likewiſe 
attributed to the blood of Chriſt, Mazth. 
26.28. This is the blood of the New Teſta- 


ment which was ſhed for many, &s 2pzw 


zucel av, for the remiſſion of fins, Eph. 
1.7. In whom we have redemption throuzh 
bi blood, the remiſſion of fins, and to the 
ſame purpoſe, Coloff, x. 14. And irom 


hence we are faid to be juſtified by his 

blood, Rom. 5.9. and Chriſt is faid to be 

a propitiation through faith in his blood, 

Rom. 3.25. The ſubſtance of all that 

Crelſius replies to thele places is, 
4 
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thoſe words which do properly fignifee 1h, 


thing it ſelf, may very conveniently be ty. | 


ken only for the declaration of it, whey the 
performance of the thing doth follow by wer. 
tue of that declaration : which then happen 
when the declaration is made of the thi 
decreed by another, and that in the nay 
and by the command of him who did deere 
it. And in this ſenſe, Chriſt by his bu 
may be ſaid to deliver us from the puniſy 
ment of our fins, by declaring or teſtifying 
to us the will aud decree of God for thi 
purpoſe. But this anſwer is by no means 
ſufficient , upon theſe conſiderations, 
I. Becauſe it doth not reach the proper 
and natural ſenſe of the words, as Crel- 
lius himſelf confeſleth ; and yet he af 
ſigns no reaſon at all, why we ought to 
depart from it, unleſs the bare poſiibility 
of another meaning be ſufficient, But 
how had it been poſlible for the efficacy 
of the blood of Chriſt for purging avs 
the guilt of our fins, to have been bY 
ſed in clearer and plainer terms than 
theſe, which are acknowledged of them- 
{elves to ſignifie as much as we aſſert? 
It the moſt proper exprefſions for this 
purpoſe, are not of force enough to per- 


ſwade our Adverlaries, none elſe could 
ever doit: ſothat it had been impoſſible 


for 
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vr our Dodtrine to have been delivered 
n ſuch terms , but they would have 
ound out ways to evade the meaning of 
hem. It ſeems very ſtrange, that fo 
eat an efficacy ſhould not only once 
or twice, but fo frequently be attributed 
tothe blood of Chriſt for expiation of 
fo, if nothing elſe were meant by it, 
but that Chriſt by his dearth did only 
declare that God was willing to pardon 
fin? If. there were danger in underſtand- 
ing the words 1n their proper ſenſe, why 
ze they ſo frequently uſed to this pur- 
poſe? why are there no other places of 
Scripture that might help to undeceive 
ws, and tell us plainly, that Chriſt dyed 
only to declare his Father's will 2 but 
what ever other words might fſignifie, 
this was the only true meaning of them. 


But what miſerable ſhifts are theſe, when 


men are forced to put off ſuch Texts 
which are confeſſed to expreſs our Do- 
Arine, only by ſaying that they may be 
otherwiſe underſtood? which deſtroys 
all kind of certainty in words ; which 
by reaſon of the various uſe of them, 
may be interpreted to ſo many ſeveral 
ſenſes, that if this liberty be allowed, upon 
no other pretence, but that another mean- 
ing is poſſible, men will never agree about 
Es U 3 the 
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the intention of any perſon in ſpeaking, 
For upon the ſame reaſon, if it had been 
faid , That Chriſt declared by his death 
God's readineſs to pardon, it might haye 
been interpreted, That the blood of Chrif 
was therefore the declaration of God's req- 
dineſs to pardon, becauſe it was the conj 
deration upon which God would do it : $ 
that 1f the words had been as expreſs for 
them, as they are now again{t then, 
according to their way of anſwering 
places, they would have been recon- 
Cileable to our opinion. 2. The Scrþ 
pture in theſe expreſſions, doth at- 
tribute ſomething peculiar to the blo 
of Chriſt, but it all that were meant 

by it were no more, than the declaring 

God's will to pardon, this could in no 

ſenſe be ſaid to be peculiar ro it. For 

this was the deſign of the DoQtrine 

of Chriit, and all his miracles were 

wrought to confirm the truth of that 

part of his Doctrine, which concerned 

remillion of fins as well as any other: 

but how abſurd would it have been to 

lay, that the mzracles of Chriſt purge w 

from all fin, that through Chriſt healing 

the fick, raifing the dead, &c. we have 
redemption, even the forgiveneſs of fins, 
which are attributed to the Zlood of 
” Chriſt? 
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chriſt > but if no other reſpe&, than as 
; teſtimony to the truth of the Do- 
trine of Remiſlion of ſins, they were 
equally applicable to one as to the other. 
Beſides, if this had been all intended in 
theſe expreſſions, they were the moſt in- 
congruouſly applied to the &4/cod of 
Chriſt ; nothing ſeeming more repug- 
nant to the Doatrine of the Remiſlion of 
fins, which was declared by it, than that 
very thing by which it was declared, if 
no more were intended by it: For how 
unſuitable a way was it to declare the 
pardon of the guilty perſons, by ſuch 
ſeverities uſed towards the moſt Inno- 
cent! Who could believe, That God 
ſhould declare his willingneſs to pardon 
others, by the death of his own Son ; 
unleſs that death of his be conſidered as 
the merztorzous cauſe for procuring it? 
And in that ſenſe we acknowledge, That 
the death of Chriſt was a declaration of 
God's will and decree to pardon, but not 
meerly as it gave Ze/?imony to the truth 
of his Doctrine (for in that ſenſe the 
blood of the Apoſtles and Martyrs might 
befaid zo purge us from fin, as well as the 
blood of Chriſt) but becauſe it was the 
conſideration upon which God had de- 
creed to pardon. And fo as the accep- 

| U 4 tance 
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tance of the condition required, or the 
price paid, may be faid to declare or mg. 
nifeſt, the intention of a perſon to re. 
leaſe or deliver a Captive: So God's ae. 
ceptance of what Chriſt did ſuffer for 
our ſakes, may be ſaid to declare his req. 
dineſs to pardon us upon his account, 
But then this declaration doth not belon 
properly to the a&t of Chriſt in ſuffix. 
ing ; but to the act of God in accept. 
ing : and it can be no other ways known, 
than God's acceptanceis known ; which 
was not by the Sufferings, but by the 
Refurrefion of Chriſt. And therefore the 
declaring God s will and decree to par. 
don, doth properly belong tothat : and 
if that had been all which the Scripture 
had meant, by purging of fir by the blood 
of Chriſt, ithad been very incongruouſly 
applied to that, but moſt properly to his 
Reſurrection. But theſe phraſes being ne- 
ver attributed to that which moſt pro- 
perly might be faid fo declare the will 
of God ; and being peculiarly attributed 
to the death of Chriſt, which cannot be 
{aid properly to do it ; nothing can be 
more plain, than that theſe expreſſions 
ought to be taken in that which is con- 
teſled to be their proper ſenſe ; vzz. That 
Expiation of fin, which doth belong s 
tic 
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the death of Chriſt, as a Sacrifice for the 
fns of the world. 

r6- VIII. But yet Socznus and Cre//ius have The death 
ac. | another ſubtertuge, (for therein lies of ono 
for | their great art, in ſeeking rather by any "+ Weng 
rea | means to eſcape their enemies, than to mically 
unt, | overcome them.) For being ſenſible, that _—_ om 
ong | the main ſcope and deſign of the Scrz- quents of 
ir | pe is againſt them, rhey ſeldom, and 

pt. | but very weakly aſſault : but ſhew all 

wn, | their ſubtlety in avoiding by all imagt- 

ich } nable arts, the force of what is brought 

the } zgainſt them. And the Scripture being 

the } foplain in attributing ſuch great effe&s 

ar- | tothe death of Chriſt, when no other 

nd | anſwer will ſerve turn, then they tell us, 

ure | That the death of Chriſt is taken Metony- Crei! «. + 
ood | mically for all the conſequents of his death T - Ak 
fly | viz. His Reſurreftion, Exaltation, and c. io. ſed. 
his | the Power and Authority which be hath 45-2: 5*7 
ne- | at the right hand of his Father. But how 
ro- | i5it pollible to convince thoſe, who by 
vill |} death, can underſtand life; by ſufferings, 
ted | can mean glory ; and by the ſhedding of 
be | Blood, fitting at the right hand of God? 
be | And that the Scripture is very far from 
ns | ging any countenance to theſe bold 
ON- | Interpretations, will appear by theſe 
at | conſiderations; 1. Becauſe the effe# of 
to | Expiation of our /ins, 1s attributed to the 
| death 
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death of Chriſt, as diſtin from his Re. 


ſurretion; viz. Our reconciliation with 

God, Rom. 5. 10. For if when we were 
enemies, we were reconciled to God by the 

death of his Son ; much more being recoy. 

ciled, we ſhall be ſaved by his life. Ty 

crell. ©. 1. Which Crellius anſwers, That the Apoſtle 
ſe. 112. doth not ſpeak of the death of Chriſt aloe, 
or as it is conſidered diſtinit from the coy 
ſequences of it ; but only that our Reconci- 

liation was effefted by the death of Chrif 
zntervexing. But nothing can be more 
evident to any one, who confiders the 
deſignof the Apoſtles diſcourſe, than that 

he ſpeaks of what was peculiar to the 

Rom. 5.6. death of Chriſt : for therefore it is ſaid, 
that Chriſt died for the ungedly. Fir 

7- ſearcely for a righteous man will one dt: 

8 FGut God commendeth his love towards u, 
in that while we were yet ſinners, Chrifi 

9. died for us. Much more then being uu 
juſtified by his blood, we ſhall be ſaved 
through him; upon which thoſe word: 

io. follow, For if when we were enemies, me 
were recouctled to God by the death of his 

Son, &c. The Reconciliation here men- 

tioned, is attributed to the death ot 

Chriſt in the ſame ſenſe, that it 1s men- 

tioned before; but there it is not mentio- 

med asa bare condition intervening in 
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* [ir to ſomething farther ; but as the 


great inſtance of the love both of God 
ind Chriſt ; of God, 1n ſending hisSon ; 
of Chriſt, in laying down his life for 
ſaners, in order to their being juſtified 
by his blood. But wheres it that St. Paul 
gith, that the death of Chriſt had no o- 
ther influence* on the expiation of our 
ſins, but as a bare condition intervening 
in order to that power and authority 
whereby he would expiate fins? what 
makes him attribute fo much to the 
death of Chriſt, if all the benefits we 
enjoy depend upon the conſequences of 
it: and no otherwiſe upon that, than 
meerly as a preparation for it? what pe» 
culiar emphaſ;s were there in Chriſt's dy- 
ing for finners, and for the ungodly ; un- 
leſs his death had a particular relation to 
theexpiation of their fins? Why are men 
ſaid to be juſtified by his Blood, and not 
much rather by his glorzous Reſarreftion, 
if the blood of Chritt be only conſider- 
ed as antecedent-to the other ? And that 
would have been the great demonſtrati- 
on of the love of God which had the 
moſt immediate influence upon our ad- 
vantage: which could not have been the 
death in this ſenſe, but the life and glory 
of Chriſt, But nothing can be _—_—_ 
urd 


£-y 
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{urd than what Cre//ius would have tg 
be the meaning of this place, viz. that 
the Apoſtle doth not ſpeak of the proper 
force of the death of Chriſt diſtin froy 
his life; but that two things are oppoſed 
to each other for the effecting of one of 
which the death of Chriſt did intervem, 
but it ſhould not intervene for the other, 
Viz. it did intervene for our reconciliating 
but it ſhould not for our life. For did not 
the death of Chriſt equally intervene for 
our life as tor our reconcilzation > was nat 
our eternal deliverance the great thing 
deſigned by Chriſt, and our reconcilia- 
tion in order to that end? what oppo- 
ſition then can be imagined,that it ſhould 
be necetlary for the death of Chriſt to 
intervene in order to the one than in or- 
der to the other 2 But he means, that the 
death of Chriſt ſhould not intervene any 
more ; what need that, when it 1s a 
knowledged by themſelves, that Chriſt 
died only for this end before, that he 


might have power to beſtow eternal lik 
"on them that obey him? But the main 


force of the Apoſtles argument lies 1n 
the compariſon between the death of 
Chriſt having reſpe& to us as enemies 
order to reconciliation,and the life of Chriſt 
to us conſidered as reconciled; fo that 

& 
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he had ſo much kindneſs for enemies, to 


Jefor their reconciliation, we may much 
more preſume that he now living in Hea- 
yen will accompliſh the end of that re- 
:onciliation, in the eternal ſalvation of 
them that obey him. By which it is 
apparent that he ſpeaks of the death of 
Chriſt, in a notion proper to it ſelf, ha- 
ving influence upon our reconciliation ; 
and doth not conſider it Metonymically 
zscomprehending in it, the conſequents 
of it. 

IX. 2. Becauſe the expiation of ſins is Expiation 
attributed to Chriſt antecedently to the A 
oreat conſequents of his death, viz. his pram 
fitting at the right hand of God, Heb.1.3. dently to 
When he had by himſelf purged our fins, ** ir. 
fate down on the right hand of his Maje- to heaven- 
fy on high, Heb. 9. 12. But by his own 
blood he entred in once into the Holy Place, 
having obtained eternal redemption for us. 

To theſe places Crel/zus gives a double 
anſwer. 1. That indefinite particles (weg- Crell. c.ro. 
wo. and manor.v G0.) being joyned ſee. 50. 
with Verbs of the preterperfett tenſe do 
wt always require that the ation expreſ- 
ſed by them, ſhould precede that which is 
defigned in the Verbs to which they are 
jojned, but they have ſometimes the force 
of particles of the preſent or imperfect 
F4 enſ, e - 
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tenſe; which ſometimes happens in particly 
of the preterperfect tenſe, as Matth.1o,, 
ATEEALY Pg yl CARE 2D TOs, {o drone hes 
&mev ; and ſeveral other inſtances prody 
ced by him : according to which man- 
ner of interpretation the ſenſe he pur 
upon thoſe words, Heb.g. 12. 15Chrif 
by the ſhedding of his blood entred iny 
the Holy of Holies, and in ſo doing be 
found eternal redemption, or the expiatin 
of fins. But not todiſpute with Crellin 
concerning the importance of the Aorif 
being joyned with a Yerb of the preter. 
perfett tenſe, which in all reaſon and 
common acceptation doth imply the 
action paſt by him who writes the words 
antecedent to his writing of it, as i 
plain in the inſtances produced by Creb 
Hius ; but according to his ſenſe of Chrilts 
expiation of ſin, it was yet to come aþ 
ter Chriſt's entrance into . Heaven, and 
ſo it ſhould have been more properly 
£2100per than LEKUMEG. - not1 ſay 
to inſiſt upon that, the Apoſt/e manikeſls 
that he had a reſpe& to the death dl 
Chriſt in the obtaining this eternal re 
demption, by his following diſcourſe: for 
v. 14. he compares the #lood of Chrif#in 
point of efficacy for expiation of fi0, 
with the 40d of the Legal Sacrifices: 
iv hereas 
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whereas if the expiation meant by him 
tad been found by Chriſt's Oblation of 
timſelf in Heaven, he would havecom- 

red Chriſt's entrance into Heaven in or- 
&krto it, with the entrance of the High- 
Prieſt into the Holy of Holes, and his 
rgument had run thus. For if the Z7:gb- 
Prieſt under the Law did expiate fins by 
entring into the Holy of Holies ; How 
much more ſhall the Son of God entring 
into Heaven expiate the ſins of Man- 
kind? but we ſee the Apoſtle had no 
foner mention'd the redemption obtain- 
ed for us ; but he preſently ſpeaks of the 
eficacy of the blood of Chriſt in order 
it, and as plainly aſſerts the ſame, 
1.15. And for this cauſe he is the Media- 
tor of the New Teſtament, that by means of 
death, for the redemption of the tranſgreſ- 
fons which were under the firſt Teſtament, 
they which were called might receive the 
promiſe of eternal inheritance. Why doth 
the Apoſtle here ſpeak of the 2rrAurewns 
I ag/Ezower, the expiation of fins by 
the means of death; if he had ſo lately 
aſſerted before that the redemption or ex-- 
pation was found not by his death, but 
by hisentrance into Heaven? and withal 
the Apoſtle here doth not ſpeak of ſuch a 
kind of expiation as wholly reſpects the 
future, 
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future, but of fins that were under thy 
firſt Teſtament, not barely ſuch as could 
not be expiated by vertue of it, but ſuch 
as were committed during the time 
of it, although the Levitical Lay 
allowed no expiation for them. An 
to confirm this ſenſe, the Apoſtk 
doth not go on to prove the neceſſity of 
Chriſt's entrance into Heaven; but of hi 
dying, v.16, 17,18. But granting that 
he doth allude to the Zgh Prieſt s en: 
tring into the Zoly of Holtes, yet that 
was but the repreſentation of a Sacrifice 
already ofter'd, and he could not be faidto 
find expiation by his entrance ; but that 
was already found by the 4/ood of the$ 
crifice, and his entrance was only toac- 
compliſh the end for which the blood 
was offer d up in Sacrifice. And thebe 
nefit which came to men 1s attributed to 
the Sacrifice, and not to the ſprinkling if 
blood before the Mercy-ſeat : and what: 
ever ettect was conſequent upon his et» 
trance into the SanAtuary, was by vet 
tuc of the blood which he carried 1 
with him, and was before ſhed at the 
Altar. Neither can it with any reaſon 
be faid, that if the redemption were ob- 
tained by the blood of Chriſt, there 
could be no need of his entrance into Het 
ven; 
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ww; ſince we do not make the Prie/t- 
wwd of Chriſt to expire at his death ; 
ut thathe is in-Heaven a merciful High- 
Neſt in negotiating the affairs of his 
Feople with God, and there ever lives zo 
make interceſſion for them. 

X, Crellius anſwers, That granting the 
friſt being put before the Verb, cate Nodiſtine 
fould imply ſuch an ation which w2z an- = in 
ticedent to C hriſt's fitting at the right oe Sager 
hand of God, yet it is not there ſaid, that feas of 
the exptation of fins was made beforeChriſt's _— 
mtrance into Heaven; for thoſe, faith he, into Hea- 


| ven from 
are to. be confidered as two different bs a 


things ; for a Prince firſt enters into his at the 
Palace, before he fits upon his throne. And *ighthand 
terefore, faith he, Chriſt may be ſaid to * © 
hve made expiation of fins, before he ſate Crell. c.10. 
dron at the right hand of his Father, not {*; 59 
that it was done by his death, but by his © ** 4 
entrance into Heaven, and offering him- 
ſelf to'God there, by which means he 0b- 
tained his fitting on the right hand of the 
Majeſty on high, and thereby the full Power 
if remiſſion of fins, and giving eternal life. 
To which I anſwer, 1. That the Scrz- 
fture never makes ſuch a diſtinCtion be- 
tween Chriſt s extrance into Heaven, and 
ſitting at the right hand of God; which 
atter implying no more but the glori- 

OUS 


Of the Sufferings 
ous ſtate of Chriſt in Heaven, his en; 
trance into Heaven doth imply it : For 
therefore God exalted him to be a Prince 
and a Saviour : and the reaſon of the 
power and authority given him in Hee. 
ven isno where attributed to his extraxc 
into it as the means of it; bur our $4. 


Matth.28. viour before that tells us, that all power 


and authority was committed to him , and 
his very entrance into Heaven was a part 
of his glory ; and given him in confide. 
ration of his ſufferings ; as the Apoſtle 


Phil.2.8,9. Plainly aſſerts; and he became obedient 


zo death, even the death of the Cris, 
wherefore God hath highly exalted him, 
&c. There can be then no imaginable 
reaſon to make the entrance of Chriſt 
into Heaven, and preſenting himſelf to 
God there, a condition or means of ob- 
raining that power and authority which 
is implyed in his /tting at the right 
haud of God. 2, Suppoling, we ſhould 
look on theſe as diſtin, there is as lit- 
tle reaſon to attribute the expiation of fin 
to his entrance, conſidered as diſtin 
from the other : For the expiation of 
ſins in Heaven being by Crellius himſelf 
confeſled to be by the exerciſe of Chriſt's 
power, and this being only the means 
to that power, how could Chriſt cxPR 
ns 


of CHRIST, 
fins by that power which he had not > 
But of this I have ſpoken before, and 
ſhewed that in no ſenſe allowed by 
themſelves the expiation of fins can be 
attributed to the entrance of Chriſt into 
Heaven as diſtinCt from his ſitting at the 
riglit hand of God, Thus much may 
ſuffice to prove, that thoſe effeRs of an 
Expiatory Sacrifice , which do reſpect 
the fins committed, do properly agree 
to the death of Chriſt. 
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XI. T now come to that which re- Of the A- 
ſpedts the perſon, conſidered as obnoxi- (714 by 
ousto the wrath of God by reaſon of his Chriſt's 


fins; and fo the effe& of an Expiatory **: 


Sacrifice 1s Atonement and Reconci/iation. 
By the wrath of God, T mean, the reaſon 
which God hath from the holineſs and 
juſtice of his nature, to puniſh fin in 
thoſe who commit it : by the means of 
Atonement and Reconciliation, | mean,that 
in conſideration of which, God is wil- 
ling to releaſe the ſinner from the obli- 
gation to puniſhment he lies under by the 


 Lawof God, and to: receive him into fa- 


vour upon the terms which are decla- 
red by the Doctrine of Chriſt. And 
that the death of Chriſt was ſuch a 
means of Atonement and Reconciliation 


for us, I ſhall prove by thoſe places of 
XN. 2 Scripturs 
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Crell. c. 7. 


ſe8. 3. 
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Scripture which ſpeak of it. But Crelliy 
would ſeem to acknowledge, That if 
Grotius ſeem to contend for no more, thay 
that Chriſt did avert that wrath of Gud 
which men had deſerved by their fins, they 
would willingly yield him all that he plead; 


for : but then he adds, That this delive. | 
rance from the wrath to come, is not bythe 


death, but by the power of Chriſt, $ | 


that the queſtion is, Whether the death I 

of Chriſt were the means of Atonement | 
and Reconciliation between God and vs} | 
and yet Cre/ius would ſeem willing to * 


yield too, that the death of Chriſt may be 


ſaid to avert. the wrath of God from uw, 


as it was a condition in order to it ; for 
in that ſence it had no more influenceup- 
on it than his b:zrth had : but we have 
already ſeen, that the Scripture attri- 


butes much more to the death aud bud 


of Chriſt, in order to the expiation of 
ſin. We donot deny, that the death of 
Chriſt may be called a condition, as the 
performance of any thing in order toan 
end, may be called the condition upon 
which that thing is to be obtained; but 
we ſ{ay, that it 15 not a bare condition, but 
ſuch a oneas implies a confederation, up» 
on which the thing is obtained, being 
ſuch asanſwers the end of him that grants 
it: 
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+: by which means it doth propitiate or 
tone him, who had before juſt reaſon 
to puniſh, but is now willing to forgive 
1nd be reconciled to them, who have ſo 
jighly offended him. And in this ſenſe. 


» {| yeaſſert; that Chriſtis ſaid to be iAzguyc, 
apropitiation for our fins, 1 John 2.2.—4. 
I :0,. which wetakeinthe ſame ſenſe thar 
I zow, is taken for the Sir-offering. for 


atmement, Ezek.44.27. Te goviosn [AzoÞuuy, 


| they ſha} offer a fin-offering ; tor ſo xwn 


there ſignifies and in the fame ſenſe 2Z- 


| Mou is taken, Ezek.45.19. and the Ram 


fir Atonement is called x2 15% Ts i\aopus, 
Numb. 5.8. And thence the High-Prie(t 
when he made an Atonement, is faid 
mv T Azou, 2 Maccab.z. 33. which 


| ofthe greater confequence to us, be- 


cauſe Crellius would not have the ſenſe ei- 


ther of iAc2opucs Or iNdoxeat, to be taken cell. 1. 
from the common uſe of the word in the {e#. 10. 


Greek Tongue ; but from that which ſome 
cal the FJelleniſtical uſe of it ; viz. That 
vhich is uſed in the Greek of the New Te- 
hament, out of the LXX. and the Apo- 
cryphal Greek; in both which we have 
tound the word iAzou; in a ſenſe fully 
correſpondent to what we plead for. But 
te yet urges, and takes a great deal of 
pans to prove, that {AzoxzeX and 2ZiAz- 

X 3 op ThwjcT 
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Ge, do not always fignifie to be appeaſel 
by another, but ſometimes ſignifies to l 
propitious and merciful in pardoning ; aud 
ſometimes to expiate, and then ſignifies the 


ſame with x202817 2 and eyid? £1 £ Which | 


if it be granted, proves nothing againſt 
us, having already proved, that thoſe 
words do (ignifie the aver/ton of the wrath 
of God by a Sacrifice, and that thereis ng 
reaſon to recede from that ſignification, 
when they are applied to the blood of 
Chriſt. And we do not contend, that 
when the word i{Xz5owu; or iAvotdy is 
applied to him that doth forgive, itdoth 
imply appeaſing ; but the effect of it, 
which is pardoxing ; but that which ve 
aſſert, is, that when it is applied to a 
third perſon, or a thing made uſe of in 
order to forgiveneſs, then we fay it ſip: 
nifies the propitiating him that was jult 
ly diipleaſed: ſo as by what was done 
or ſuffered for that end, he is willing to 
pardon what he had juſt reaſon to puniſh, 
So Moſes - ſaid, to make Atonement fit 
the people by his prayers, #, iAdo9y xue10. 
©} rg xanuzc, Exod. 3 4. 14. and wem) 
ſee Verſe 11. how much God was di 
pleaſed before. And Moſes beſought the 
Lord his God, and faid, Why doth th) 


wrath wax hot againſt thy people? and 
GS a ah Verlc 
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Verſe 12. Turn from thy fierce wrath, and 
repent of this evil againſt thy people, and. 
then it is faid, Verſe 14. The Lord was 
atoned for the evil which he thought to do 


to his people. IT would therefore wil- 


ingly know, why Moſes | might not 
here properly be ſaid, iAzoza3a4 9: 
2} Tis X44%5 , AS It Is faid iAaady 
u21G 2, TH x9uz, and there- 
fore ſince it is ſo very often ſaid in 
the Levitical Law, iazomr and fade 
MeL TOs, as mee! aura, Tee! D 
uz, Tg: iu yer, and the accuſative caſe 
ſcarce ever put but in two caſes ; (v2z. 
When theſe words are applied to inani- 
mate things, as the Altar, &c. or when 
to God himſelf, implying forgiveneſs) 
what reaſon can we aſſign more probable 
for this different conſtruction, than that 
when ze! is uſed, the verb hath a reſpect 
tothe offended party as the accuſative 
underſtood? as Chr/t is ſaid in the pla- 
ces mentioned to be iAzopuls meg augoe 
\, which ought in reaſon to be under- 
ſtood as thoſe words after Moſes his inter- 
cellion, #, iAz>91 wuging me) DÞ nana, 
But Crelzus asks, Why then do we never 
read once concerning the Prieſt, that he did 
doteday 7 ro mee: Zcg|o Or Tee! 
7VG., but we read that he did iZAdanaxX 
X 4 70 


JMI - 1994 


Of the Sufferings 
70 & OV = Iunz5? 20, and God is ſaid, a 
Adoxeo02y ma augzliz;, To this 1 an- 
ſwer, 1. That rhe reaſon » hy the pex. 
ſon propitiated,is not expreſled,is, becauſe 
it was ſo much taken for granted, that 
the whole Inſtitution of Sacrifices did 
immediately reſpet God, and therefore 


there was no danger of miſtaking, con. | 
cerning the perſon who was to be atoned, | 
2. I wonder Cre/zus can himſelf produce | 


no inſtance where 2Z;A2oxeoVay 7x5 2uap 
nz; 1s uſed with reſpect to the Sacritices, 


and the perſons whoſe offences are remit- 


ted by the Atonement; but where iAzom- 
o9z; hath a relation to that, it is ſtill Joyn- 
ed with a Prepoſition relating eit her to 
the perſon or to the offences ; if no more 
were underſtood when it is ſo uſed, than 
when God himſelf is faid to do it, why 
is not the phraſe #ZAox:ole; mx a 
71z;, as well faid of the Prieſt, as it is of 
God 2 From whence Grozzus his ſenſe of 
Hleb.2.17. cs 79 IAconzolai mx; a Moen 
for iA47xeotz1 So Dep 7 Z& UALeTION, 1s 
far more agreeable to the uſe of the 
phraſe in the Old Teſtament, than that 
which Cre/ius would put upoa it. There 
fore ſince the iAzown; T2: ea & UCeeT AY 
1s attributed to Chriſt, we ought to take 
it in the ſenſe proper to a Mop 
_ 


JMI - 1994 


God is left out, bur is neceſlarily under- 
food, after the people had provoked 
God by their Idolatry ; Te have finned a 
great fin: And now I will & up unto the 
Lord, iva ELALIDULEU T2 a Ucena; y= 
uiv, That I may make an Atonement for 


{ jour fn: What way could Moſes be ſaid 


to make this Atonement, but by propiti- 


$ ating God ; yet hisname 1s not there ex- 
I preſſed, but neceſſarily underſtood. So 


ZDgox%90z1 Tm meow is uſed inthe moſt 
proper ſenſe for appeaſing the anger of a 
perſon, Gen.3 2.2.0. and fv Tw: EZIAGLIOUA, 
2Sam. 2.1. 3. Which places have been al- 
ready inſiſted on, 1n the ſignification of 
the word 535. - And that thoſe places 
wherein Chriſt is ſaid to be a propitia« 
tion for our ſins, are capable of no other 
ſenſe, will appear from the conſideration 
of Chriſt, as a middle perſon between 
God and us; and. therefore his being 
IAzouds Tee! e>/ L pact, cannot be 
parallel with that phraſe, where God 
himſelf is ſaid, $ZA&oxolai TUG Zuage 
mz. for Chriſt is here conſidered as 
interpoſing between God and us, as Mo- 
ſes and the Prieſts under the Law did be- 
tween God and the people, in order 
to the averting his wrath from them. 
And when one doth thus interpoſe in 
order 
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Gerifice : ſo it is ſais by Moſes, where 


order to the Atonement of the offendeq 
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party, ſomething is always ſuppoſed to 
be done or ſuffered by him, as the means 
of that Atonement. As Facob ſupp 


ſed the preſent he made to his Brother 
would propitiate him ; and David a 

peaſed the Gibeonites by the death of | 
Sans Sons, both which are ſaid *Z;Azoe 
A. Sothe ſhedding of the blood of Sacri. | 


fices before and under the Law, was the 


OfRecon-» 
Ciliation 
by Chriſt's 
death. 


Rom.5. 10, 


means of atoxing God for the fins they 
committed. What reaſon can there be 
then why ſoreceiv'd a ſenſe of Atonement, 
both among the Fews, and all other Ns 
tions at that time when theſe words were 
written, muſt be forſaken; and any 6 
ther ſenſe be embraced, which neither 
agrees with the propriety of the expreſl: 
on, nor with ſo many other places of 
Scripture, which make the blood of 
Chriſt to be a Sacrifice for the Expiation 
of fin? 

XIl. Neither is it only our Atone- 
ment, but our Reconciliation is attribu- 
ted to Chriſt too, with a reſped to his 
Death and Sufferings. As in the place be- 
fore inſiſted on. For if when we were ent- 
mies, we were reconciled to God by the 
death of his Son ; and more largely in the 


2 Cer. 18, ſecond Epiſtle to the Corinthians, Aud 


19, 21, 


all things are of God, who bath reconciled 


i 
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ix to himſelf by Feſus Chrif?, and hath 


wen to us the miniſtry of reconciliation : 
To wit, that God was in Chriſt reconciling 
the world unto himſelf, not imputing their 
reſpaſſes unto them, and hath committed 
1 us the word of reconciliation. For he 


i hath made him to be fin for us who knew 


w fin, that we might be made the righte- 
owſneſs of God in him, And to the Ephe- 
fans, And that he might reconcile both Eph. 2.16. 
auto God in one body by his Croſs, having 

ſlain the enmity thereby, To the fame 

purpoſe to the Coloſſians, And having made Col. 1. 20, 
feace through the blood of his Croſs, by *'** 
him to reconcile all things to himſelf, by 

tim 1 ſay whether they be things in Heaven 

or in Earth; and you that were ſometimes 

alienated and enemies in your mind by wick- 

ed works, yet now hath he reconciled, in 

the bedly of his fleſþ through death. Two 

things the ſubſtance of Cre/zus his anſwer cy. c. 5: 
may be reduced to concerning theſe /e#-15, 16, 
places. 1. That it # no where ſaid that God "1 3&* 
mas reconciled to us, but that we are recon- 
ciled to God, and therefore this reconcilia- 
tion doth not imply any averting of the an- 
gerof God, 2. That none of theſe places 
do aſſert any reconciliation with God ante- 
cedent to our converſion, aud ſo that the 
Reconciliation mention d implies only the 
MT laying 


2 16 


Pjal. 6. 7. 
38.1, Pfal. 
5.5. 7.11. 
1.5. 
Levit. 26. 
Jo. 
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laying afide our enmity to God by our fins. 
I begin with the firſt of theſe, concern. 
ing which we are to conſider not barely 
the phraſes uſed in Scripture, but what 
the nature of the thing implies ; as to 
which a difference being ſuppoſed, þe. 
tween God and man on the account of 
fin, no reconciliation can be imagined but 


what is mutual. For did man only fall | 


out with God, and had not God juſt rex 
ſon to be diſpleaſed with men for their 
Apoſtaſie from him? If not, what mads 
him ſo ſeverely puniſh the firſt (in that 
ever was committed by man? what made 
him puniſh the old World for their im- 
pieties by a deluge? what made him leave 
ſuch Monuments of his anger . againſt 
the fins of the World in ſucceeding: Ages? 
what made him add ſuch ſevere ſan&- 
ons to the Laws he made to the people 
of the Jews? what made the moſt up- 
right among them ſo vehemently to de- 
precate his wrath and diſpleaſure upon 
the ſenſe of their fins ? what makes him 
declare not only his hatred of the ſins of 
men, but of the perſons of thoſe who 
commit them ; ſo far as to expreſs the 
greateſt abhorrency of them? Nay, what 


Crell.deDeo makes our Adverfaries themſelves to fay, 


& Attrib. 
f.1,c. 30. 


that impiety is inits own nature hateful ; 
Goa, 
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td, and ſtirs him up to anger againſt all 


obo commit tt 2 what means, I fay, all 
this, if God be not angry with men on 
the account of ſin? Well then; ſuppo- 
ing God to be averſe from men by rea- 
Gn of their ſins, ſhall this diſpleaſure al- 


| wayscontinue or not? if it always con- 


tinues, men muſt certainly ſuffer the 
&ſert of their ſins ; if it doth not always 


| continue, then God may be ſaid to be 


reconciled 1n the ſame ſenſe that an of- 
ended party 1s capable of being reconci- 
d-to him who hath provoked him. 
Now there are two ways whereby a par- 
ty juſtly offended may be ſaid to be re- 
coxciled to him that hath offended him. 
firſt, when he is not only willing to ad- 
mit of terms of agreement, but doth 
declare his acceptance of the mediation 
of athird perſon, and that he is ſo well 
ſatisfied with what he hath done in order 
toit, thar he appoints this to be pub- 
liſhed to the World to aſſure the offen- 
der, that if the breach continues, the 
ault wholly lies upon himſelf. The 
ſecond is, when the offender doth accept 
of the terms of agreement offered, and 
lubmits himſelf to him whom he hath 
provoked, and is upon that received in- 
to tavour. And theſe two we acer 
mu 
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muſt neceſſarily be diſtinguiſhed in the | 'caſ0na 
reconciliation between God and us. Fy | frequer 
upon the death and ſufferings of Chrig! | fles, © 


God declares to the World he is fo wel 
fatisfied with what Chriſt hath doneagd 
ſuffered in order to the reconciliation he 
tween himſelf and us, that he now pub. 
liſhesremiſſion of fins to the World upon 
thoſe terms which the Mediator hath 
declared by his own doctrine, and th 
Apoſtles he ſent to preach it : But becauk 
remiſſion of ſins doth not 1mmediately 
follow upon the death of Chriſt, with 
out ſuppoſition of any act on our part, 
therefore the ſtate of favour doth con- 
mence from the performance of the con- 
ditions which are required from us. $ 
that upon the death of Chriſt God decls 
ring hisacceptance of Chriſt's mediation, 
and that the obſtacle did not lie upon 
his part ; therefore thoſe Meſſengers who 
were ſent abroad into the world topet- 
ſwade men to accept of theſe terms of 
agreeement, do infiſt moſt upon tht 
which was the remaining obſtacle, uz 
the ſins of Mankind, that men by laying 
aſide them, would be now reconcile 
to God, ſince there was nothing to hit 
der this reconciliation, their obſtinacy 
in fin excepted. Which may be a ver 
reaſonable 


þd to 
by th 
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the | ſeaſonable account why we read more 


For 
Vell 
and 


Of 
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frequently 1n the Writings of the Apo- 
fles, of mens duty in being reconci- 
ld to God ; the other being ſuppoſed 
wy them as the foundation of their 
wreaching to the world, and is inſiſted 
on. by them upon that account, as is 


'9 


dear in that place to the Corinthians, 2Cor-5.19, 


L That God was in Chriſt reconciling the BOY 


World to himſelf, not imputing unto men 
their treſpaſſes, and hath committed to us 
the word of Reconciliation; and therefore 
adds, Now then we are Ambaſſadors for 
Chrift, as though God did beſeech you by us, 
w pray you zu Chriſt's ſtead be ye reconci- 
W! toGed: And leaſt theſe words ſhould 
em dubious, he declares that the recon- 
alation in Chriſt was diſtin from that 
reconciliation he perſwades them to; for 
the reconciliation in Chriſt he ſuppoſeth 
paſt, v. 18. Al things are of God, who 
hath reconciled us to himſelf by Jeſus 
Chrift, and v. 21. he ſhews us how this 
Reconciliation was wrought : For he hath 
made bim to be fin for us who knew no ſin, 
that we might be made the righteouſneſs of 


God in him. Crel/ius here finds it neccf- cell. c. r. 
ary to acknowledge a twofold Reconci- /## 118: 


lation, but hopes to eſcape the force of 3. 
this place by a rare diſtin&ion of the Re- 
conciliation 


p.7. ſe. 


4+ 


Of the Sufferings 
conciliation as preached by Chriſt, and ty \| 
his Apoſtles ; and ſo God's having recon 
led the world to himſelf by Jeſus Chriſt, 
uothing elſe but Chriſt's preaching the Ge 
ſpel himſelf, who afterwards committel 
that Office to his Apoſtles. But if ſuch 
ſhifts as theſe will ſerve to baffle mens 
underſtandings , both they were mats, had 
and the Scripture were written to vary || 
little purpoſe ; for if this had been all (| 01 
the Apoſtle had meant,that Chriſt preach Apo 
ed the ſame Doctrine of Reconciliation | 
before them, what mighty matter had | 
this been to have ſolemnly told the | 4 
World, that Chris Apoſtles preached | 
no other DoQrine, but what their Mx lf 
fter had preached before 2 eſpecially if | * 
no more were meant by it, but thatmen ie 
ſhould leave their fins, and be reconci Cl 
led to God. But beſides, why is the fn 
Miniſtry of Reconciliation, then attribt 
ted only to the Apoſtles, and not to Chriff, " 
which ought in the firſt place to have 
been given to him, ſince the Apoſtles I} * 

did only receive it from him? Why 1s - 
that Miniſtry of Reconciliation faid to be, ' | * 
Viz. that God ws in Chriſt reconciling tht | 
World to himſelf 2 was this all the ſubjea . 
of the Apoſtles preaching, to tell the 
World, that Chriſt perſwaded _ tO 
eave 


LIM] - 


I TINA  Y4YOQOA 


of CHRIST 


+ | eve off their ſins? how comes God to 
reconcile the World to himſelf by the 


reaching of Chrzft, fince Chriſt himſelf 

ith, he was not ſent to preach to the 
world ; but to the Joſt ſheep of the houſe of 
Iſrazl> Was the World reconciled toGod 


bythe preaching of Chriſt, before they 


had ever heardof him 2 Why is God faid 
not to impute t6 men their treſpaſſes by 
the preaching of Chriſt, rather than his 
Apoſtles ; it the not 1imputing were no 
more than declaring God's readineſs to 
pardon ; which was equally done by the 
Apoſtles as by Chrif? himſelf 2 Laſtly, 
what force or dependance is there in the 
aſt words, For he mazle him to be fin for 
xt, who knew #0 fin, &c. if all he had been 
ſpeaking of before had only related to 
Chriſt's preaching 2 How was he made 
fv more than the Apo/tes, if he were 
only treated as a /inner upon the account 
of the fame Doctrine which they preach- 
equally with him? and might nor men 
be aid to be made the righteouſneſs of 
God in the Apoſtles, as well as in ChriFf, 


if no more be meant, bur being perſwa- 


ded to be righteons, by the Doctrine de- 
Ivered to them ? | | wr 

In the rwo latter places, Eph. z. 16. 
Eolofſ. 1.23, &c. it is plain, that a rwo- 
fold 


322 


Crell, CE. T. 


fee. zo. 


fold reconciliation is ikewiſe mentioned, 
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the one of the Fews and Gentiles to.one 
anorher, the other of both of them # 
God. For nothing can be more ridicy- 
lous than the Expoſition of Socinus, why 
would have Tx ©: not to be joyned with 
the Verb, >7To;&TmM%;n, but to fland þ 
it ſelf, and to frgnifie that this reconcilla 
tion of the Fews and Gentiles did tend ty. 
the glory of God. And Crellius, who 
ſtands out at nothing, hopes to bring off 
Socinus here too ; by ſaying, that it 15 
very common, for the end to which a thi 
was appointed to be expreſſed by a Date 
caſe jeilowing the Verb; but he might 
have ſpared his pains 1n proving a thing 
no one queſtions ; the ſhofter anſwer had 
been to have produced one place where 
enugtrrtou 0:5 ever tignifies any 
thing but to be reconciled to God as the 
oftended party; or where-ever the Dative 
of the perſon tollowing the Verbimpor- 
rg reconciliation, did tigmtie any thing 
cle but the party with whom the recon- 
cil-ation was to be made. As for that ob- 
i: tion concerning hings in Heaven being 
reconciled ; that phraic doth nor import 
tuch a Reconciliation of the Axgels as ol 
Mer, but that Men and Angels upon the 
1«cuficthation of Men to God, become 
one 
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one body under Chriſt, and are gather- 


ed together in him, as the Apoſtle ex- 
preſſeth it, Eph. 1. 15. 


XIf. rx. Having thus far proved, that ovjeai- 
the eftefts of an Expiatory Sacrifice do __ 
belong to the death of Chriſt, nothing I 


now remains but.an anſwer to be made 
to two Objections, which are common- 
ly infiſted on by our Adverſfaries. The 
firſt is, That God was reconciled before he 


ſent his Son, and therefore Chriſt could not 


tie to reconcile God tous. The ſecond is, 
That the Doftrine of Satisfaftion aſſerted 


#y Us, 1s inconſiſtent with the freene [5 of 


God's grace in the remiſſion of fins: Buth 


which will admit of an eafie SoJution 


upon the principlzs of the foregoing cil- 
courſe. To the firſt I anſwer, That we al- 
ſert nothing inconſiſtent with that love 
of God , which was diſcovered in ſend- 
ing his Son into the world ; we do not 
ſay, That God hated mankirid ſo mu: h 
on the account of ſin, that it was im- 
poſſible he ſhould ever admit of any 
terms of Reconciliation with tiiem, which 
is the only thing inconſittent with rhe 
greatneſs of God's love, in ſending Chriit 
into the world; but we adore and mag- 


nifie the infiniteneſs and unexpreltlibie. 


greatne(s of his love, that nothwithſtand- 
XA 2 ng; 
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ing all the contempt of the former kind. 


neſs and mercies of Heaven, he ſhoulg 
be pleaſed to ſend his own Son to die for 
ſinners, that they might be reconciled 
to him. And herein was the preat 
love of God manifelied , that while 
we were enemies and ſinners, Chriſt died 
for us, and that for this end, that we 
might be reconciled to God by his death, 
And therefore ſurely, not in the ſtate of 
favour or Reconciliation with God theq, 
But it were worth the while, to under- 
land what it is our Adverſaries mean, 
when they ſay, God was reconciled whey 
he ſent his Son, and therefore he could mt 
die to reconcile God to us. Either they 
mean, that God had decreed to be recon- 
ciled upon the ſending his Son, or that 
he was actually reconciled when he ſent 
him: if he only decreed to be reconciled, 
that was not at all inconſiſtent with 
Chriſt's dying to reconcile God and us in 
purſuance of that decree : if they mean, 
he was aQtually reconciled, then there 
was no need for Chriſt todie to recon- 
cile God and us ; but withal, actualRe- 
conciliation implies pardon of fin; and 
if fin were actually pardoned before 
Chriſt came, there could be no need of 


his coming at all, and fins would have 


been 
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been pardoned before committed ; if 
they were not pardoned, notwithſtand- 
ing that love of God, then it can imply 
no more, but that God was willing to be 


reconciled. If therefore the not-remil- 


fon of fins were confiſtent with that 
love of God, by which he ſent Chriſt in- 
to the world, then notwithſtanding that 
he was yet capable of being reconciled 
by his death. So that our Adverfaries 
are bound to reconcile that love of God, 
with not preſently pardoning the ſins of 
the world, as we are to reconcile it with 
the ends of the death of Chriſt, which 
are alſerted by us. 


XIV. To the other Obejction, Con- The free- 


cerning the inconſiſtency of the Freeneſs of 


' God's Grace with the Doftrine of Satis- ferted in 
faltion, I anſwer, Either God s Grace js Scripture, 


lo freeas to excludeall conditions, or not : 


If it be ſo free, as to exclude all conditi- fa&ion. 


ons, then the higheſt Aztinomzaniſmis the 
tru-ſt Doctrine ; for that is the higheſt 
degree of the Freeneſs of Grace, which 
admits of no conditions at all. It our 
Adverſaries fay, That the Preeneſs of 
Grace is conſiſtent with conditions required 
on our part, Why ſhall it not admit of 
conditions on God's part? eſpecially, 
when the condition required, rends to 
Y- 3 highly 


Of the Sufferings 
highly to theend of God's governing the 
world, in the manifeſtation of his ha- 
tred againit fin,and the vindication of the 
honour of his Laws by the Sufferings of 
the Son of God in our ſtead, as an Ex. 
piatory Sacrifice for our ſins. . Thereare 
two things to be conſidered in ſin, the 
diſhonour done to God, by the breach of 
his Laws, and the injury men do to them- 
ſ.Ives by it; now remiſſion of fins, that 
reſpects the i 10jury which men bring up 
on themſelves by it; and that is Free, 
when the penalty is wholly forgiven, as 
we aſſert it i5 by the Goſpel to all peni- 
tent ſinners: but ſhall not God be free 
to vindicate his own Honour, and to de- 
clare his righteouſneſs to the world white 
he is the Juſtifier of them that Believe 2 
Shall men in caſe of Defamation, be 
bound to vindicate themſelves, thouph 
they freely forgive the Authors of the 
ſlander, by our Adverſaries own Dottrine? 
and muſt it be repugnant to God's Grace, 
to admit of a Propztzatory Sacrifice, that 
the world may underſtand, that it is no 
ſuch eaſie thing to obtain pardon of ſin 
committed againſt God ; but that as of 
ten as they conſider the bitter why 
of Chriſt, in order to the obtaining the 
forgivencl of our fins, that ſhould , 
X : # 
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the greateſt Argument to diſſwade them 
from the practice of them? Bur why 
ſhould it be more inconſiſtent with the 
Sacrifice of Chriſt, for God freely to par- 
don fin, than it was ever preſumed to be 
in all the Sacrifices of either Jews or Ge:- 
tiles > who all ſuppoſed Sacrifices nece\- 
fary in order to Atonement ; and yet 
thought themſelves obliged ro the good- 
neſs of God in the Remiſſion of their 


fins 2 Nay we find that God himſelf, in Gen 20.7 


the caſe of Abimelech, appointed Abra- 
ham to pray for him, \n order to his par- 
don; And will any one fay, this was a 
derogation to the Grace of God in his 


pardon2 Or to the pardon of Fob's Job 42. 7. 


Friends, becauſe Fob was appointed to Sa- 
criice for them ? Or to the pardon of 
the /raelites, becauſe God out of kind- 
neſs to them, direfted them by the Pro- 
phets, and appointed the means in order 
to it? But although God appointed our 


\ High-Prieft for us, and our of his great 


love ſent him into the world, yet his 
Yacrifice was not what was given him, 
but what he freely anderwent himſelf ; 
he gave us Chriit , but Chriſt oftered 
up himſelf a full, perfet and ſufficient 
Sacrifice, Oblation and Satisfation for the 
fins of the world. 


LS -& Thus, 
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_ Thus, Sir, I have now given yoy g 
larger account of what I then more 
briefly diſcourſed of, concerning the try 
Reaſon of the Sufferings of Chriſt ; and 
heartily wiſning you a right underſtand. 


ing in all things, and requeſting ' from 


you an impartial conſideration of wht 
I have written, fg | | 


I am, 
518, 
Your, Gc. 


Jan. 6, 166; 


By the Right Reverend Father in G OD, 


| [Printed by F..Z. for Henry Mortlock at the 
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i TIM. I. 15. 


This is a faithful ſaying and worthy of all 
acceptation, That Chriſt Jeſus came in- 
to the World to ſave Sinners, of 
whom 1 am chief. 


F theſe Words were to be under- 
ſtood without any Reſtriction or 
Limitation that Chriſt Feſus came 

into theWorld to ſave ſinners, they 

would overthrow the great Deſign of 
the Goſpel, and make its Excellent Pre- 
cepts Uſeleſs and Ineffetual. For, to 

I vhat purpoſe ſhould men be put upon 
the ſevere Practice of Repentance, Mor- 
| tification 


Ver. 13: 
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tification and a continued Courſe of , 
Holy Life, if the meer being Sinzers di 
ſufficiently qualifie them for Salvation) 
This indeed would be thought a Dy 
Ctrine worthy of all Acceptation by the 
greateſt Sinners ; but it could hot hey 
faithful ſaying, being not agreeableeither 
to the Nature of God, or Revelation 
his Will by Chriſt Jeſus. But S. Pu 
fpeaks of ſuch S$iners as himſelf ha 
been, z. e. ſuch as had been great $p- 
ners, but had truly and ſincerely reyen. 
ted. Of whom I am chief. What then: 
Muſt we look on him as the Standard 
and Meaſure of ſuch Sinners whom Chriſt 
Feſus came to fave? What will then be- 
come of all thole who have been Sin 
ners of a higher Rank than ever he was? 
It's true in the Verſes before the Text, 
he ſets out his Sins, as a humble Peni- 
tent is wont to do, with the worlt Co- 
loursand deepeſt Aggravations, Who ws 
before a blaſphemer and a perſecutor, and 
injurious ; but yet he adds,that he obtained 
Mercy becauſe he did it ignorantly, in ut 
belief. How thea is S. Paul the Chief 
of Sinners? Are Sins of {pnorance and 
Miſtake the greateit of Sins, for which 
Chriſt died 2 Is there no Expiation idt 
any other by Jeſus Chriſt > What (i 


hich 
2 far 
- Will 
hes 
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lxcome then of all ſuch who fin againit 


inowledge and Conſcience, and not 4x 
ſqyorance and Unbeliefe Can none of 
ſe hope for Mercy by Chriſt Feſus, 
though they do truly Repent 2 But the 


Bod of Chriſt is (aid elſewhere tocleanſe ; Joh. r.7- 


u fromall Sin; not, while we continue 


"them, but if we repent and forſake C2. v> 


hem. And Feſus Chriſt is ſaid 7o be a 
Propitiation for our Sins; and not for ow's 
nl, but for the Sins of the whole World. 
And therefore this Expreſſion of S. Paul 
notes his great Humility and deep Senſe 
of his own Sins; but doth not ex- 
cade others from the hopes of Pardon 


| hoſe Sins have other Aggravations than 


his had, For, if we leave out the laſt 
words as peculiar to his Caſe, yet the 
ather contain in thema true Propoſition 
ind of the greateſt Importance to Man- 
kind; This 7s a faithful ſaying and wor- 
thy of a acceptation, ' that Chriſt Jeſus 
ume into the world to ſave ſinners. 

This, you may fay, is a matter out 
0 all. doubt among all ſuch who hope 
lor Salvation by Chriſt Jeſus ; for all 
me agreed, that one way or other weare 
lo be ſaved by him. But there is great 
Difficulty as to the Way of javing /in- 
ers by Chriſt Feſus ; whether by the Do- 


(lrine 


fc OUAL AM 


2 wo wngy. - 


frine and Example of the Man Chrifg 4, 


fus, by the Power he attained throughly 


Sufferings ; Or, by the Eternal Son of Gut, 
aſſuming our Nature and ſuffering in qy 


Read in order to the Reconciling God ty 


and making a Propitiation for or Sjy 
Theſe are two very different Zypothey 
or Notions of Chriſt's coming to ſavt Si 
ers; and the former ſeems more eaſe 
to be underſtood and believed; and th 
other ſeems to have Inſuperable Difficu 
ties in point of Reaſon ; and to rung 
Religion into My/tertes , which expok 
our Faith and make Chriſtianity appear 
Contemptible to Men of Senſe and Un 
derſtanding. Is it not therefore much 


better to embrace ſuch a Scheme of i, | 


as will have the leait ObjeAton again 
it, that ſo Meri of Reaſon may not be 


tempted to Infidelity, and Men of Super- 
{tition may not under the Colour of Mh- 
ſteries bring in the moſt Abſurd and Un- 


reaſonable Doftrines ? 


Theſe are plauſible Inſinuations, and 
would be apt to prevail on contin 
Mens minds, if they were to form an 
make a Religion that might be moſt ac 
commodated to the Genius and Zum 
of the Ape they live in. And truly 10 


Men ( by their own Authority ) 
prefent 
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tend to a Right to impoſe on others 
ny Myſteries of Faith, or any ſuch things 
which are above their Capacity to un- 
trſtand. Bur that is not our caſe ; for 
we all profeſs to believe and receive 
(hrifianity as a Divine Revelation; and 
God ( we fay ) may require from us 
the belief of what we may not be able 
to comprehend, eſpecially if it relates 
to Himſelf, or ſuch rhings which are 
Confequent upon the Union of the Di- 
vine and Human Nature, Therefore 
our buſinels is to conſider, whether any 
ſuch things be contained in that Rewvela- 
tos which we all own ; and if they be, 
ye are bound to believe them, although 


. wearenot able to comprehend them. 


Now here are two Remarkable Cha- 
rafters in theſe Words, by which we 
may examin theſe different Hypotheſes 
--"Wiki the way of Salvation by Jeſus 
Chriſt. 

[. [t is a faithfull ſaying, and therefore 
muſt be contained in that Revelation 
which God hath made concerning our 
vvation by Chriſt. 

W. 1: is worthy of all Acceptation; #. e. 
moſt uſetu! and beneficial ro Mankind. 


Now 
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Now by theſe two I ſhall procceed ir 
the Examination of them: 


I. Which is moſt agreeable to the 


Revealed Will of God. 

IT. Which doth offer faireſt for the 
Benefit and Advantage of Mag: 
kind, 


I. Which is moſt agreeable to the re. | 
vealed Will of God. For that we are 
ſure is the. moſt faithfull ſaying ; fince 


Men of Wit and Reaſon may. deceive us, 
but God cannot. 


they affirmed to be a faithfull ſaying till 
they gave ſufficient Evidence of their 
Authority from God, by the wonder- 
full Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt. But 
now this faithfull ſaying. is contained in 
the Books of the New Teſtament, by 
which we are to judge of the Truth of 
all Chri/tian DoErines. And when two 
different Senſes of Places gf Scripture 
are offer'd, we are toconſider, whichis 
moſt Reaſonable to be preferr'd. And 
herein we are allow d toExerciſe our Rea® 
fon 25 much as we pleaſe ; and the more 


We 


When the Apoſtles 
firſt preached this DoQtine to theWorld; | 
they were not bound to believe what 


LIMI . 
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wedo ſo, the ſooner we ſhall come to 
Gtisfaction in this matter. 

Now according to Reafon we may 
judge that Senſe to be prelerr'd, 

G) Which 1s moſt plain and eaſe 
nd agreeable to the molt receiv'd Senſe 
of Words; not that which is forced and 
atricate, or which puts improper and 
metaphorzcal Senſes upon Words which 
re commonly taken in other Senſes ; 


I cpectally when it is no Sacramental 
thing, which 1n 1ts own Nature is Figu- 
I native. 


(2.) That which ſuits moſt with the 


| Scope and Deſign not only of the parti- 
| cular Places, but of the whole New Teſta- 


ment ; which is, to magnifie God and to 
dprefs Man 2 to ſet forth , the. Infinite 
Loveand Condefcenſion of God in giving 
hs Sou #0 be a Propitiation for our Sins ; 
toſet up the Worſhip of one 7rue God in 
Oppoſition to Creatures ; to Repreſent 
and Declare the mighty Advantages 
Mankind receive by the Suferings of 
Chriſt Teſas. 

| (3.) That which hath beengenerally 
recety'd in the Chriſtzan Church to be the 
&nſe of thoſe places. For, weare certain, 
this was always look'd on as a matter 
of great Concerament to all Chriſtians ; 
Z and 
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and they had asgreat Capacity of under. 
ſanding th: Senſe of the Apoſtles: and 


the Primitive Church had greater Helps | 


for knowing it than others at fo much 


greater Diſtance. And therefore the | 


Senſe is not to be taken from modern 


Troentions, or Criticiſms, or pretences to 


Revelation; but that which was at firſt 


deliver'd to the Chriſtian Church and hath | 
been fince received and embraced by it * 


in the ſeveral Ages ; and hath been moſt 
ſtrenuouſly aſſerted, when 1t hath met 
with Oppoſition, as founded on Scripture 
and the general Conſent of the Chriſtian 
Church. 

(.4.) That which beſt agrees with the 
Charadters of thoſe Perſons from whom 
werecive the Chriſtian Faith; and thoſe 
are Chriſt Feſus and his holy Apoſtles. For, 
if their Authorzty be loſt, our Religion 
15 gone ; and their Authority depends 
upon their Sincerity and Fazthfulneſs, 
and Care to inform the World aright in 
matters of ſo great Importance. 


(1.) I begin with the Charater which 
the Apoliles give of Chriſt Feſus himielt; 
which is, that he was a Perſon of the 
greateſt Humility and Condeſcenſion, 
that he did not atſume to himſelf we 
whuc 
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which he might juſtly have done. For 
Jet the Words of S. Paul be underſtood 
either as to the Nature, or Dignity of 
Chrift, it 1s certain that they muit im- 
ply thus much, that when Chriſt Feſus 
was here on Earth, he was not of a vain 
aſſuming humour, that he did not boaſt 
of himſelf, nor magnike his own Great- 


fefs, but was contented to be look'd on 


as other Men ; although he had at that 
time far greater and Diviner Excellency 
in him than the World wouid believe. 
Leſs than this, cannot be made of thoſe 
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Words of the Apoſtle, Who being in the Phil.2.6,”; 


form of God, he thought it not robbery to 


be equal with God, But made himſelf of no 
Reputation, and took upon him the form of 
a Servant, | 

Now this being the Character given 
of him, let us conſider what he doth affirm 
concerning himſelf. For although he 
was far from drawing the People after 
him, by ſetting forth his own Perfecti- 
ons; yet upon juſt Occaſions, when 
the Jews conteſted with him , he did 
Aſſerr ſuch things, which muſt ſavour 
of Vanity and Oſtentation, or elſe muſt 
imply that he was the Erernal Son of God. 
For, all Mankind are agreed that the 


higheſt degree of Ambition lies in Aﬀe- 
aing 


Z % 
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&ing Divine Honour, or for a meer Man 
to bethought a God. How ſeverely did 


God puniſh Zerod tor being pleaſed with | 


AA 3s 44; We Peoples folly in crying out, the 


Voice of G od and not of Man? And there- 
fore he could never have born with ſuch | 
poſitive Aſlertions and ſuch repeated | 


Defences of his being the Son of God in 


. ſuch a manner as implied his being þ 


from Eternity. This in his Diſputes with 

the Jews he affirms ſeveral times, that 

Joh. 6. 32, he came down from Heaven, nct in a Me- 
33: taphorical but in a proper Senſe, as ap- 
8. 5o. pears by thoſe words, What and if ye ſhal 
58. 62. ſee the Son of Man aſcend up where he was 
before 2 In another Conference he aſlert- 

Joh. 8. 58. ed, that he was before Abraham. Which 
the Fews ſo literally underſtood, that 

v.59- Without a Metaphor they went about to 
fone him; little imagining that by Abra- 

ham the calling of the Gentiles was to be 
underflood. But above all, is that Ex- 
preiſion which he uied to the Jews at ano- 
ſoh.10.39, ther Conference, / and my Father are 
one ; Which they underſtood 1n ſuch a 

v. 31. manner that immediately zhey took uf 
ſtones to have ſtoned him. What means 

all this Rage of the Fews againſt him? 

What? for ſaying that he had Unity of 

Conſent with his Father 2 No certainly. 

But 


LIM]. 
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Man 
did | But the Jews miſunderſtood him. Let us 
with | oppoſe it ; would not our Saviour have 


immediately explained himſelf to pre- 


- Þ vent fo dangerous a Miſconſtruction 2? 


34! 


ſuch { But he asked them, what it was they 
ated { ſtoned him for 2 They anſwer him di- 
din I rely and plainly, Hecauſe that thou bes. 32, 33- 
o fo | inga man makeſt thy ſelf God. This was 
vith home to the purpoſe. And here was the 
hat {| time for him to have denied it, if it had 
Me. J not been ſo. But doth he deny it > Doth 
ap- | he fay, it would be Blaſphemy in him to 
Baj 1 own it? No; but he goes about to de- 
was | fendit; and proves it to be no Blaſphemy 
rt- for him to ſay that he was the Son of God ; v. 36. 
ch | ie. fo as zo be God, as the Fews under- 
Jat ſtood it. Can we imagine that a meer May 
'to knowing himſelf to be ſuch, ſhould Af- 
ra- {ume this to himſelf; and yet God to 
be bear witneſs to him not only by Miracles 
'X- but by a Yozce from Heaven, wherein he 
0- was called his beloved Son in whom he was Mar. 3.17. 
re ze] pleaſed > Could God be pleaſed with 
4 a mortal, finite, deſpicable Creature, as 
up the Fews thought him, that aſſumed to 
ns himſelf to be God, and maintained and 
12 defended it among his own People, in a 
of {| folemnCoxferenceat a very Publick Place, 
y. In one of. the Porticos of the Temple ? 
it And this he perf}fied in to the laſt, For, 


S2 when 
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when the High Prieſt adjured himby the 


Matth. 26. [iving God to tcl, whether he were the | 


63. Chriſt the Son of God, (for he, no douht, 


had heard of the Reſult of this Conference 


v. 64. 1n Solomon's Porch) Jeſus ſaid unto bim, 
wh Feſus ſaid, Tam. And this was the Blaſ- 
phemy, tor which they put himto death, 
v. 64. as appears by the Evangeli/ls. So that 


this ought to be a Diſpute only between | 


Matth.a6. Jews and Chriſtians ſince it was the very 
vY. point, for which they condemned himto 
death. And in his laſt moſt divine Prayer 
juſt before his ſuffering, he owns the 
Glory which he had with the Father before 
Luk. 22. the World had a being. 4nd now, O Fa 
71, ther, glorifie thou me with the glorywhich 
Joh. 17-5: 7 had with thee, before the World wa. 


Was this nothing but the Glory which 


God had deligned to give him 2 Thisis 
ſo far from being peculiar to Chriſt, that 


it is common to all whom Ged deſigns 


to gloritie ; and takes away the diſtin- 
Con between the Decree and the Exe: 
cation of it. 


(2.) As to the Apoſtles, the Reaſon 
we believe their Teſtimony is, that they 
were Men of great Sincerity and Plain- 
neſs, and of great Zeal for the Honour 
and Glory of God. And according 

= | | £nis 


Mark 14. Thou haſt ſaid. $. Mark, more expreſly, 
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this Charafer, let us examine what they 


” ay concerning Chriſt Feſus. 

the | 

" He that was moſt converſant with 
yi him, and beloved by him, and lived to 


{ ſe his Divinity conteſted by ſome, and 
Wy | denied by others, is moſt ample in ſet- 
11 Þ ting it forth in his Admirable, Sublime, Job. 1,2, 
| and Divine Introduction to his Goſpel, "” 
' 3 {| Whichall the Wir of Mankind can never 
T Þ} make tolerable Senſe of, if they deny 
wo | Chriſt's being the Eternal Son of God : 
J | adit is he, that hath preſerved thoſe 
| Conferences with the Jews, wherein he 


afferts his own Dzvinity. 
wm S. Paul was a Stranger to him u hile he 


r, | lived; but at the ſame time when he 
7 was ſo zealous to perſwade the Gentiles 
to the Worſhip of God and not of Crea- 


þ | ies, he calls him God over all, bleſſed Rom. g.s. 

Qt for evermore, And when he faith, that 

ar | the Eternal Power and Godhead are known Roma.20. 

" by the Creation of the World, hz attributes © 1-16. 

A the Creation of all things to Chriſt, apply+- 

.. | ingto him thoſe words of the P/almi/?, Heb. r. 2, 
Thou Lord in the beginning haſt laid the '* 

bo Foundation of the Earth and the Heaven, 

& the Work of thy hands. Which cannot 

n- | be underſtood of any Metaphorical Creas 

ur $01. fn 

to And after the ſiriteſt Examination 
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of Copies, thoſe will be found the beſt, 
which have that Reading on which out 
Tranſlation is grounded. And without 


. Controverſie great is the Myſtery of God. | 


lineſs, God was manifeſt in the Fleſh. $g 


that God's being manifeſt in the Fleſh is 


made a great Partof the Myſtery of Chri. 
ſtianity. 


But here ariſes a Difficulty, which 


deſerves to be conſidered ; 


z. e. If there 
ay 


LC by 
. Chriſt, there wouid be little ObjeRi- 
* on to be made to it; ſince the obtain- 
* ing Eternal Life 1s certainly the beſt 
« thing can be propoſed to Mankind, and 
* the Precepts of Chriſt are Divine and 
** Spiritual, Plain and Eafie to be Under- 
6 food, and Agreeable to the Reaſonof 
T Mankind; bur many other things are 
** zmpoſed on Men as neceſſary to be be- 
« lieved concerning Chriſt Jeſus, as to his 
** Divinity, Incarnation, and the Hypo 
M ' ftatical Union of both Natures, which 
. perplex and confound our Underſtand 
* 1ngs ; and yet theſe things are not only 
« deliver'd as Myfreries of the Chriſtian 


* Faith ; but the Belief of them is r& | 


* quired as neceſſary to the — 
0 


were nothing in the Chriſtian Do- | 
6 Arine, but the Way of Saving ſinners 
the Dodtrine and Example of | 
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« of Sinners; Whereas, 1t they are Re- 


« yealed they areno longer My/ſteries;and 
«if they are not Revealed, how come 


{ * they to be made Articles of Faith ? 
I * The Scripture knows of no other My- 
I © feries of Faith but ſuch as were hid- 


©dJen before the Revelation of them, 


| © but ſince they are Revealed they are 


* plain and open toall mens Capacities ; 
* and therefore it is a great Injury to the 


1 *©Plainneſs and Simplicity of the Goſpel 


*to impoſe ſuch incomprehenſible My- 


| © ſteries, as Neceſſary Articles of Faith ; 


*and it is abuſing the Credulity of Man- 
"kind, to make ſuch things neceſſary 
© to be believed, which are impoſlible 
* to be underſtood. But thoſe who have 
*ever loved to deceive and abuſe the 
* reſt of the World, have been always 
* fond of the Name of My/tertes; and 
* therefore all ſuch things are to be ſul- 
* pected, which come under that Name. 
*For, all ſuch Points which will not 
* bear Examination, muſt be wrapt up 
* and Reverenced under the Name of 


* Myſteries, that is, of things to be ſwal- Diſcowſe 


"low'd without being underſtood. But 


* the Scripture never calls that a Myſte- ftery, 
* ry which is Tucomprehenſible in it ſelf, ?: 5: 


: though never ſo much revealed. 
| This 
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This is the main force of the Obje. 
&ion, which 1 ſhall endeavour to re 
move by ſhewing, 


(1.) That God may juſtly require 
from us in general, the Beliet of | 


what we cannot comprehend. 
(2.) That which way foever the Way 


of Salvation by Chriſt be explain. ! 
ed, there will be ſomething of that | 
Nature found in it ; and that thok | 


who reje the Myſteries of Faith 


run into greater Difficulties than ! 


thoſe who aſſert them. 


(3.) Thatno more is requiredasaNe | 


ceſlary Article of Faith than what 
1s plainly and clearly Revealed, 


(1.) That God may juſtly require 


from us 1n general, the Belief of what 


we cannot comprehend. It 1s to very 
little purpoſe to enquire whether the 
Word Myſtery in Scripture be applied to 
ſuch particular Do@trines , whoſe Sub 
ſtance is revealed, but the manner of 
them is incomprehenſible by us; for 
why may not we make uſe of ſuch 4 


Word whereby to expres things truely | 


revealed, but above our Comprebenſ: 
ok 


| 
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1n: We are certain the Word Myſtery is 
ied for things far leſs difficult and ab- 
truſe; and why may it not then be fit- 
y applied to ſuch matters, which are 


I funded on Divine Revelation, but yet 


ze too deep for us to go to the bottom 


I ofthem? Are therenot My/ferzes in Arts, 


MWyeries in Nature, Myſteries in Provi- 
dence? And what Abſurdity is there ta 


" { clllthoſe Myfterzes, which in ſome Mea- 


ſure are known, but in much preater 
mnknown tous? Although therefore in 
the Language of Scripture it be granted, 


| that the word My/teryis moſt frequently 


applied, to things before hidden, but now 
revealed, yer there is no Incongruity in 
calling that a Myſtery, which being re- 
vealed, hath yer ſomething in it which 
our underſtandings cannot reach to. But 
it is-meer Cavilling to infift on a Word, 
if the Thing it ſelf be granted. The 
chief thing therefore to be done is, to 
ſhew that God may require from us the 
belief of ſuch things which are incom- 
prehenſible 'by us. For, God may re- 
quire any thing from us, which it is rea- 
lonable for us ro do; if it be then rea- 
ſonable for us to'give Aſſent where the 
manner of what Ged hath revealed is not 
comprehended, - then God may certainly 
- >. + . monnee 


Ob[ervati- 
ens 0n Dr. 
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require it from us. Hath not God ye. 
vealed to us, that z» fix days hes made 


Heaven and Earth and all that is there. | 
7n 2 But is it not rcaſonable for us to | 


believe this, unleſs we are able to com. 
prehend the manner of God's produdi. 
on of things ? Here we have ſomething 
revealed and that plainly enough, viz, 


that God created all things, and yet, here | 
15a Myſtery remaining as to the manner | 
Hath not God plainly re | 
vealed that there ſhall be a Reſurretin | 
of the dead? and muſt we think it un- 
reaſonable to believe it, till we are able | 


of doing it. 


to comprehend all the changes of the 
Particles of Matter from the Creatioy to 


the General ReſurreFion 2 But it is faid | 


that there is no Contradidion in this, but 
there is in the Myſtery of the Trinity and 
Incarnation. It is ſtrange Boldneſs in 
Men to talk thus of Monſtrous Contradi- 


ions in things above their Reach, The 


Atheiſts may as well ſay, Infinite Fower 


is a Monſtrous Contradiftion; and Godt 


Immenfity and his other unſearchable Per- 
tetions are Monſtrous Paradoxes and 
Contradiftions. Will Men never learnto 
diſtinguiſh between Numbers and the Ne 
ture of Things 2 For three to be one 154 
Contradition in Numbers ; but whether 
an 


1nd we ſhall find this true. 
tre plainly reveals, that God is from Rev! "4: 
| nerlaſting to everlaſting; that he was and 
* | j5and is tocome; but ſhall we not believe 
I the Truth of this till we are able to fa- 
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n Infinite Nature can communicate it 

of to three different Subfiſtences with- 

ut ſuch a Diviſion as 15 among Created 

kings, Mult nor be determined by bare 

Numbers, but by the Abſolute Perfedti- 

ns of the Divine Nature; which muſt 

owned to be above our Comprehen- 

ſion. . 
For let us examine ſome of thoſe Per- 

felious which are moſt clearly revealed 
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thom the Abyſs of God's Eternity 2 I Bifter fld 
am apt to think (and I have ſome <1. p. 
thoughtful Men concurring with me) 59: 

that there is no greater Difficulty in the Petav. de 
Conception of the 7rinity and Incarnati- ay * I 
", than there is of Erernzty. Not, but *g 122 
that there is great Reaſon to believe it ; 

but from hence it appears that our Rea- 


ſon may oblige us to believe ſome things 


| which it is not poſſible for us to compre- 


bend, We know that either God muſt 
lave been for ever, or it 15 impoſlible he 
ever ſhould be; for if he ſhould come 
into Being when he was not, he muſt 
lave ſome Cauſe of his Being ; and that 


which 
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which was the firſt Cauſe would be God 
But, if he was for ever he muſt be from 
himſelf; and what Notion or Concepti. 
on can we have in our Minds concern. 


ing it? And yet, Athei/tical men can take 


no Advantage from hence; becauſe their 
own moſt abfurd Zypothe/rs hath the 
very fame Difficulty in it. For ſome 
thing muſt have been for ever. Andit 
is far more reaſonable to ſuppoſe it of 
an Infiniteand Eternal Mind, which hath 


Wiſdom and Power and Goodneſs t | 
give Being to other things, than of dull, | 


{tupid and ſenſleſs Matter, which could 
never move it ſelf, nor give Being tos 
ny thing beſides. Here we have there 
fore a thing which muſt be owned by 


all; and yet ſuch a thing which can 
be conceived by none. Which ſhewsthe ' 


narrowneſs and ſhortneſs of our Under- 
ſtandings, and how unfit they are to be 
the Meaſures of the Poſſibilities of things 
V ain men would be wiſe ; they would lain 
goto the very bottom of things, when 
aias! they ſcarce underſtand the very 
Surface of them. They will allow no 
Myſteries in Religion ; and yet every 
thing 1s a Myſtery to them. They 
out of Cheats and Impoſftures under the 
Notion of Myſterzes ; and yet there 8 

not 


Go, 


from 
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ern. 


take 


their 


| the 
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hath 


S to | 
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jot 2 Spire of Graſs but is a Myſtery to 
them ; they will bear with nothing in Re- 
gion which they cannot comprehend, 
nd yet there 1s ſcarce any thing in the 
World which they can comprehend. But 
thove other things the Divize Perfeti- 
1, even thoſe which are moſt Abſc- 
lteand Neceſſary are above their Reach. 
For let ſuch Men try their Imaginations 
about God's Erernity, not meerly how 
he ſhould be from himſelf, but how God 
ſhould coexiſt with all the Differences of 
Times, and yet there be no Succeſſion in 
hisown Being. I do not fay there is 


I ſuch Difficulty to conceive a Rock flan- 


ding ſtill when the Waves run by it; or 
the Gnomon of a Dial when the Shadow 
nſles from one Figure to another ; be- 
aufe theſe are groſs unaRtive things ; 
but the Difficulty is far greater where 
the Being is Perfect and always Active. 
for, where there 1s Succeſſion there is a 
paſſing out of not being in ſuch a dura- 
tion into being in it ; which 1s not con- 
itent with the Abſolute PerfeQion of 
tie Divine Nature. And therefore God 
muſt be all at once what he 1s, without 
any Reſpe to the Difference of Time 
paſt, preſent or to come. From whence 
Eternity was detined by Boethius to be a 
perfect 
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De Con- perfeft and complete Poſſeſſion all at once 


fol. 1. 3. 


of everlaſting Life. But how can we 
from any Conception in our Minds gf 
that being all at once, which hath ſuch 
different Acts as muſt be meaſur'd by x 
long Succeſſion of Time? As, the Crez: 
ting and Diſſolving the Frame of the 
World ; the promiſing and ſending the 
Meſſias; the Declaring and Executing a 
general Judgment ; how can theſethingy 
be conſiſtent with a Permanent Inſtant, 
or a Conrinuance of. being without Sue: 
ceſlion? For, it 1s impoliible for us in 
this Caſe, as to God's Eternity, to form 
a clear and diſtin /dea in our Mind, of 
that which both Reaſon and Revelatin 
convince us muſt be. Themoſt wecan 
make of our Conception of it 1s, that 
God hath neither Beginning of Being, 
nor End of Days; but that he always 
was andalways muſt be. And this 1s ra 
ther a neceſlary Concluſion from Reaſon 


and Scripture, than any diſtin Notion- 


or Conception of Eternity in our Minds. 


From whence it evidently follows, that 
God may reveal ſomething tous, which: 


we are bound to believe, and yet after 
that Revelation the Manner of ir may be 
1Ncompretienſible by us, and conſequent- 
ly a Myſtery to us. 

Hath 
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Hth not God Revealed to us in Scri- 


That he is a Spirit, and therefore will be 
wrſbipped in Spirit and in Truth ; For, 
that is a true Reaſon why Spiritual Wor- 
hip ſhould be moſt agreeable to him. 
Now, if we could have a clear, diſtin, 
wlitive Notion in our minds of God's 
Jricual Nature, we might then pre- 
end that there is nothing myſerzous in 
this, ſince 1t is revealed. 
But let fach men Examine their own 
thoughts about this matter ; and try, 
whether the utmoſt they can attain 'to, 
tenot ſomething Negative, viz. becauſe 
reat Abſurdities would follow if we at- 
tributed any thing Corporeal to God ; 
for; then he muſt be compounded of 
Parts, and ſo he may be diffolved ; then 
he muſt be confined to a certain place, 
2nd not every-where preſent ; he can- 
not have the Power of Acting and Self- 
&termining which a meer Body hath 
fot, For the cleareſt Notion we can 
have of Body, is, that it is made up of 
ome things as parts of it, which may 
& feparared from each other; and is 
wonfined to a certain place, and hath no 
Power to move or act from it ſeif. But 
ſome of theſe men who cry down My- 
A a ſteries 
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fteries and magnitie Reaſon, to ſhew higy 

ſlender their pretences -to Reaſon are 
have aſſerted a Corporeal God, with Shape fery 
and Figure. It was indeed, well thought || \.ct 
of by thoſe who would make a Manto || 57ea 
be God, to bring God down as near | * 


iQ | 
Man as might be. But how to Recon- pn 
cile the Norion of a Body with Infinite I 6; 
Perfections, is a Myſtery to me, and far ons 
above my Comprehenſion. But: if || (4 


be no Myſtery to ſuch Men, they:muſt hen 
either deny God's Infinite PerfeCtions of |} ?: 


ſhew how a bodily Shape can be capable | Wi 
of them. But fome men can confound Wh 
Finite and Infinite, Body and Spirit, Gd | {6 


and May, and yet are for no Myſteries; rp] 
whereas theſe things are farther from | yþ 
our Reach and Comprehenſion, than 4: 
ny of thoſe DoQtrines which they. find 
fault with. But to proceed. the 

If we believe Prophecy, we muſt be 


0 
lieve God's f ore-knowledge of future events: ” 
For, how could they be fore-told if he | $ 
did not fore-know them? And if he did Þ 1, 


fore-know thoſe which he did fore-tell, 

then it was either becauſe thoſe only || 

were revealed to him which is incot- | q 

ſiſtenc with the Divine PerfeRions ; or | qj 

that he doth tore-know all other Events | 

and only thought fitting to Reveal mo dj 
ut 
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ft how can they ſolve the Difficulties 


tout Divine Preſcience? Is there no My- 
fzry in this? Nothing above their Com- 


prehenſion 2 What then made their 
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feat Maſter deny it, as a thing above nee Fre 
hs Comprehenſion ? Becauſe nothing * 


an be fore-known but what hath a cer- 
fin Cauſe, and therefore, if evil Acti- 
ons be fore-told, God muſt be the Cauſe 
of them, and Men will not be free A- 

ts in them. And yet it 1s molt cer 
tain, that the Sufferings of Chriſt by the 


| Wickedneſs of Men, were fore-told: 


What then 2 Muſt we make God the Aus 
thor of Sin? God forbid. Will the 
rohteous Judge of all the Earth, puniſh 
Mankind for his own Acts, -which they 
tould not avoid ? Then we mult yield; 
that there is ſomething in the manner of 
the Divine Preſcience , which 1s above 
our Comprehenſion. And the moſt 
arching and Inquiſitive Men have been 
forcd to yield it at laſt, as to the Con- 
tection between the Certainty of Pres 
ſcience and the Liberty of humane ACti- 
ons. Ts ir not then much better to fit 


down quietly at firſt, Adoring the Infi- 
iteneſs of God's incomprehenſible Per- 
kions, than after all the huffings and Cojeta 
liputings of Men to fay, /n Ianorantid 1. q. 24: 

Aaz 
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ſold quietem invenio, as the great,Schogl. 
man did? Surely then, here is ſome. 
thing plainly revealed. and yet the man. 
ner of it is itill a My/tery to us. 

I ſhall not now inſiſt on any more of 
the particular Attributes of God ,. but 
only in general I defire to know, whe 


ther they believe them to be finite or in. 


finite? If to be finite, then they mul 
have certain bounds and limits which 


they cannot exceed; and that muſtes | 


ther be from the imperfe&tion of Ns. 
ture, or from a Superiour Cauſe, both 
which are repugnant to the very Bel 


of God. It they believe them to be 


finite, how can they comprehend them! 


We are ſtrangely puzled in plain, ord» 


nary, finite things ; tut it is madneks to 
pretend to comprehend what is Infinte; 
and yet if the Perfeftions of Gad be 
not finite they cannot Lelong to 
Him. 

I ſhall only add, in Conſequence to 
this Aſſertion, That if nothing 1s to be bes 
lieved, but what may be comprehended, 
the very Being of God muſt be rejected 
too. Andtheretore | deſire all ſuch who 
talk fo warmly againſt any M;/terzes in 
Religion, to conſider whoic work it 1s 
they are doing ; even theirs who under 


this 
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his pretence go about to overthrow all 
religion. © For, fay they, Religion is 
«a Myſtery in its own Nature ; not this 
# or that, or the other Religion ; but 
s they are all alite, all is Myſtery; and 
"that is but another Name for Fraud 
2nd [mpoſture. What were the Hea- 


| © they Myſteries but tricks of Prieſt- 


% craft ; and ſuch are maintained and 


*Fept up in all kinds of Religion. If 


* therefore theſe men, who talk againſt 
* Myſteries underſtand themſelves, they 
"muſt in purſuance of their Principles 


I * reject ove God, as well as three Perſons ; 


"For, as long as they believe an [Infinite 
"and Incomprehenſible Being , it 1s 


| *Nonſenſe to rejet any other Doarine, 


"which relates to an Tyfinite Being, be- 
"cauſe it is /ncomprebenſtble. 

But yet theſe very Men, who ſeem 
to purſue the Conſequence of this Prin- 
cple to rhe utmoſt, muſt aſſert ſome- 
thong more incomprehenſible than the 
Being of God. For, | appeal to any man 
of common Underſtanding, whether it 
be not more agreeable to Reaſon to ſup- 
poſe Works of Skill, Beauty and Order 
to be the EffeRs of a Wiſe and Intelli- 
gent Being, than of Blind Chance and 
Unaccountable Neceility ; whether it 
Aa 3 be 


3J/ 


358 


A Sermon preached 


be not more agreeable to the Senſe gf 
Mankind to ſuppoſe an Infinite and þ, 
ternal Mind endued with all poffibl; 
PerfeQions to be the Maker of this yi. 
{ible World; than, that it ſhould fart 
out from it ſelf, without Contrivance, 
without Order, without Cauſe 2 Cer. 
tainly ſuch men have no Reaſon to find 
fault with the Myſteries of Religion be. 
cauſe they are zycomprehen/ible,ſincethere 
15 nothing ſo Abſurd and Incomprehen. 
ſible, as their darling Zypothefrs ; And, 
there is nothing which can make it pre 
vail, -but to ſuppoſe Mankind to be x; 
Dull and Inſenſible as the firſt Chaos. 


Thus I have ſhewn that it is not un- 
reaſonable for God to require from us 
the Belief of ſomething which we can- 
not comprehend. 


(2.) I now come to conſider, whe 
ther thoſe who are ſo afraid of incom- 
prehenfible Myſteries 1n our Paith, have 
made it ſo much more eaſie in the Way 
they have taken. And notwithſtanding 
all the HeQtoring talk againſt Myſteries 
and things incomprehenſible in Religion, 
I find more inſuperable Difficulties in 
point of Reaſon in their Way than in 
ours. As for inſtance. (1) 
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(1.) It is a more Reaſonable thing 
{0 ſuppoſe ſomething Myſterious in the 
fternal Son of God's being with the Fa- 
ther before the World was made by him ; 
(as S. Fohn expreſſes it in the beginning 
of his Goſpel) than in ſuppoſing thar 
although Fohn the BaptiF# were born ſix 
Months-before Feſus Chrif7 ; that yet 
Chriſt was in Dignity before him. 
What a wonderful Myſtery is this > Can 
Men have the Face to cry down Myſte- 
ries in deep Speculations, and matters 
ofa high and abſtruſe Nature, when they 
make ſuch Myſteries of plain and eafie 
things? and ſuppoſe the Evangeli/? in 
profound Language and lofty Exprefli- 
ons to prove a thing, which was never 
diſputed, viz. although Chriſt Feſus were 
bor fix Months after Johz, yet he was 
in Dignity before him ? 

(2.) It is a more Reaſonable thing to 
ſuppoſe that a Dzvize Perſon ſhould af- 
ſume humane Nature, and {o the Word 
tobe made Fleſh ; than to ſay, that an 
Attribute of God, his Wiſdom or Power 


Is made Fleſh, which is a Myſtery be- 
yond all Comprehenſion ; There may 
be ſome Difficulties in our Conception 
of the other, but this is a thing beyond 
all Conception or Imagination; For an 

| Accident 


Aa4 


399 


360 


A Sermon preached 


Accident to be made a Subſtance is as bs 
ſurd, as to imagine it to ſub/i/t without 
one. 

(3.) It is more Reaſonable to ſuppoſe 
that the Son of God ſhould come douy 


from Heaven and take our Nature upon 


him, than that a man ſhould be rapt up 
into Heaven, that it might þe ſaid that 
he came down from thence. For in thy 
former Suppoſition we have many 6. 


ther places of Scripture ro ſupport it, 


which ſpeak of his betng with God, and 


having Glory with him before the Warld | 
was ; Whercas there is nothing for the | 


other, but only that it is neceſlary to 
make fome tolerable Senſe of thoſe 
words. 

(4-) It is more Reaſonable to believe 
that God ſhould become Man by taking 
our Nature upon him, than that Mas 
ſhould become God. For in the former, 
there 1s nothing but the Difficalty of 
conceiving the Mann=r of the Union, 
whici we all grant to be {o between 
Soul and Body ; but in the other there 
1s a Repugnancy in the very Conception 
of a Created God, of an Eternal Som of 
Adam, of Omnipotent Injirmity , of at 
Iufinite finite Being, In the former 
Caſe, an {finite is united to a four! 

Fe OY I ha 
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tut in the other a Finite becomes Ifi- 
te. 
5.) Tt is more Reaſonable to believe 
that Chriſt Feſus ſhould ſuffer as he did 
zr our fakes than for his own. We are 
all agreed that the Sufferizgs of Chriſt 
were far beyond any thing he deſerved 
at God s hands ; but what Account then 
js to be given of them? We ſay that 
he made himſelf a voluntary Sacrifice 
for Expiation of the Sins of Mankind ; 
and ſo there was a great and noble End 
d{igned, and no Injury done to a wil- 
ling Mind ; and the Scripture as plainly 
exprefles this, as it can do in Words, 
But others deny this, and make him to 
ſuffer as one wholly Innocent ; for what 
Cauſe? To make the molt Innocent Per- 
ſons as apprehenſive of Suffering as the 
moit Guilty ; and the moſt righteous 
God to put no difference between them, 
with Reſpe& to Suffering, 

(6.) It is more Reaſonable to ſuppoſe 
ſuch a Condeſcenſion in the Son of God 
to take upon him the Form of a Ser- 
vant for our Advantage ; than that a 
meer Man (ſhould be Exalted to the ZHo- 
war and Worſhip which belongs only zo 
God. For, on the one fide, there is no- 
thog but what is agreeable to the Di- 

x | vine 
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vine Nature, viz. Iufinite Love and Cow 
deſcenfion and Pity to Mankind ; on the 
other, there is the greateſt Deſign of 
 Self-Exaltatios that ever was in Hy 
mane Nature, viz. for a meer May tg 
have the moſt Eſſential Attributes and 
Incommunicable Honoxr which belongsto 
God. And whether of theſe two is 
more agreeable to the Spirit and Deſign 
of the New Teſtament, let any man of 
underſtanding judge. For as it is evþ 
dent, that the great Intention of it isto 
magnifie the wonderful Love of Godin 
the ſending of his Son; ſo it is as plain 
that one great End of the Chriſtian 
Dodtrine was to take Mankind off from 
giving Divine Worſhip to Creatures; 
and can we then ſuppoſe that at the 
ſame time it ſhould fet up the Worſhip 
of a meer Man with all the Zonour and 
Adoration which belongs to God 2 This 
1s to me an z#comprehenfble Myſtery it 
deed, and far beyond all that is implied 
in the Myferzes of the Trinity and Incar- 
nation. For it ſubverts the very Foun 
dation of the Deſign of Chriſtianity as to 
the Reforming 7dolatry then in being ; it 
lays the Foundation for introducing it 1t- 
tothe World again; for ſince the Dittance 
between God and his Creatures is taken 
away, 
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aways in the matter of Worſhip, there 
is nothing left but the Declaration of 
his Will ; which doth not exclude more 
Mediators of Interceſſion but upon this 
Ground, that the Mediation of Redem- 


prion 1s the Foundation of that of [uterceſ- 


fon, And it is far more eafie for us to 
ſuppoſe there may be ſome things too 
hard for us to underſtand in the Myſtery 
of our Redemption by Feſus Chriſt, than 


- that at the ſame time it ſhould be both 


a Duty and a Sin to worſhip any but 
the true God with proper Divine Wor- 
ſhip. For if it be Idolatry to give it to 
a Creature, then 1t is a great Sin ; for 
ſo the Scripture ſtill accounts it ; but 
if we are bound to give it to Chriſt 
who is but a Creature, then that which 
n it ſelf is a Sin, 1s now become a Ne- 
ceſſary Duty ; which overthrows the 
Natural Differences of Good and Evil, 
and makes 1dolatry to be a meer Arb;- 
trary thing, And I take tt for granted, 
that in Matters of Religion, Moral Dif- 
ficulties are more to be regarded than 
Inteletual; becauſe Religion was far 
more deſigned for a Rule of our Acti- 
ons, than for the Satisfation of our 
Curiofity: And upon due Examination 
we ſhall find that there is no ſuch fright- 
full 
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full Appearances of Difficulties in the 
Myſtery of the Incarnation, as there isin 
giving Divine Worſhip to a Creatare, 


And it ought to be obſerved, that 
thoſe very Places which are ſuppoſed 
to exclude Chriſt from being the 2zrue 
God ; muſt, it they have any force, ex- 
clude him from Divine Worſhip. For 
they are ſpoken of God, as the Ohjef 
of our Worſbip; but if he be not excly- 
ded from Divine Worſhip, then neither is 
he from being the ?rxe God; which they 
grant he is by Office, but not by Nature. 
But a God by Ofice who is not fo by 
Nature is a new and zxcomprehenfible 
Myſtery. A Myſtery hidden from Ayes 
and Generations as to the Church of God: 
but not made known by the Goſpel of his 
Son. 

This is ſuch a kind of Myſtery as the 
Heathen Prieſts had, who had Gods many 
and Lords many, as the Apoſtle ſaith, i.e. 
many by Ofice although but one by Na- 
ture. But if the Chriſtian Religion had 
owned one God by Nature and only one by 
Ofice, the Heathens had been to blame 
chiefly in the Number of their Gods by 
Offce, and not in the Divine Worthip 
which they gave to them, But S. Paul 
blames 


JMI - 1994 


| 


at $. Laurence-Jewry. 


blames the Heathens for dozug Service to Gal. 4. 8. 


them which by Nature are no Gods ; not 
for doing, it without Divine Authority, 
nor for miſtaking the Perſon who was 
God by Office, but in giving Divine 


Worſhip to them who &y Nature were no 


Gids ; which he would never have faid, 
if by the Chriſtian DoQtrine, Divine 
Worſhip were to be given to one who was 
not God by Natare. 

But theſe are indeed 2ycomprehenfible 
Myſteries how a Man by Nature can be 
a God really and zruly by Ofice ; how 
the Incommunicable PerfeAions of the 
Divine Nature can be communicated to 
2 Creature ; how God ſhould give his 
Glory to another, and by his own Com- 
mand require that to be given to a Crea- 
ture, which himſelf had abſolutely for- 
bidden to be given to any beſides him- 
lf. It is faid by a famous Feſart (I will 
not ay how agreeably to their own Do- 


Qrines and Prattices about Divine Wor- $migl:c.de 


ſhip) that the Command of God cannot make 


bim worthy of Divine Worſhip, who without (arm, Nat 
ſuch a Command is not worthy of it, And v. 45: 


it is very abſurd to ſay, that he that is un- 
worthy of it without a Command, can be- 
come worthy by it ; for it makes God to 
command Divine Honour to be given to one 
| who 
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who cannot” deſerve it. | (For no meer 


Nrve Mn. Man can deſerve to be made God:)* But 
fira, &c. jt 1s more agreeable to the Divine Nature 


P. 42. 


and Will not to give his Honour to a Creg- 
mm a $557 30 

(3.J But after all the TnveCtives of 
theſe Enemies to Myſteries, we'do'not 
make that which we ſay is /xcomprehen- 


fible to be a Neceſſary Article of Faith as 


it is Iacomprebenſible ; but we do aſſert 
that what is Incomprehenſible as to the 
Manner, may be a Neceſſary Article as 
far as it is plairily Revealed. As in the 
Inſtances I have already mentioned of 
the Creation and Reſurreftion of the Dead; 
would they in earneſt have Men turn 
Tufidels as to theſe things till they are 
able to comprehnd all the difficulties 
whichrelateto them? If not, why ſhould 
this ſuggeſtion be allow'd as to the My:- 
fteries which relate to our Redemprion by 
Feſus Chriſt 2 If it be ſaid, the Caſe u not 
alike for thoſe are clearly Revealed and 
theſe are not; this brings it to the true 
and proper Iſſue of this matter, and if 
we do not prove a clear Revelation, we 
do not aſſert their being Neceſſary Articles 
of Faith ; but my preſent buſineſs was 
only to take off this ObjeQion, That 
the - My/eries were Incomprehenſible 


and 


ae RO Gs _ =. am fe. 


LIMI - 


at $. Laurence-Jewty. 167 
| and therefore not to be received by 
Mut Ly 


4. {| 1. Andfolcometo the ſecond Way, 

by which we are to Examine the feveral 
of {| Senſesof Chriſt Feſus coming to ſave Sin- 
of {| «rs: Which of them tends more to the 
y. {| Benefit and Advantage of Mankind ; or 
as {| which is more worthy of all Acceptation. 
Tt And that will appear by conſidering 
he {| theſe things; _ STONY 


he | (1) Which tends moſt to the: rai- 


of | ſing our Effeem and Love of Chriſt 
d; Jeſus. 

rn (2.) Waich tends moſt to the beget- 
re ting in us a greater Hatred of 
es Sn. 

Id (3.) Which tends moſt to the ſtreng- 
y- thening our Hope of Salvation by 
y Feſus Chriſt, 

of 

1d (1.) As tothe raiſing in us a greater 
1e Efteem and Love of Chriff, Weare cer- 


if tain that the Infinite Love and Conde- 
'E ſcenſion of Chri#? Feſus in undertaking 


F ſuch a Work as the ſaving of Sinners 
16 makes it moſt worthy of all Acceptation. 
at Some Men may pleaſe thernſelves in 


thinking that by teking away all Myſte- 
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ries they have made their Faith more 


eaſe, but I am certain they have extreme- 
ly leſſen'd the Argument for our Low, 
viz, the Apprehenſions of the wonderfull 
Love and Condeſcenſion of Chriſt in 
coming into the World ts ſave Sinners. 
And yet this is the great Argument of 


the New Teſtament to perſwade Man« | 


kind to the Love of God and of his Son: 


Job. 316. God ſo loved the World that he gave hi 


only begotten Son, &c. This is indeed a 
mighty . Argument of Love, if by the 
only begotten Son be meant the Eternal 
Son of God, who came down from Heavey, 
as S. Fohn ſpeaks juſt before ; bur. if no 
more be meant but only that God made 
a meer Man to be his Son, and after he 


had preached a while here on Earth and 


was ill uſed and cruciftted by his own 


People, he Exalted him: to-be God and 


gave him Divine Attributes and Honours; 
this werean Argument of great Love to 
the Perſon of Chriſt, but not to thereſt 


of Mankind. But God's Love in Scripture 


is magnified with Reſpect to the World in 


x Joh. 4.9. the ſending of his Son. Iu this was mantis 


feſted, faith the Apoſtle, tbe Love of God 
towards us, becauſe that God ſent his onl 
begotten Son into the World that we ſhould 
live through him, Herein is love, rw 
tha 
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that we loved God, but that he loved us, 
and ſent his Son to be a Propitiation for our 
Sins, The great Love we ſtill ſee is 20- 
pards us, 7.e, towards Mankind ; but ac- 
cording to the other Senſe it muſt have 
been, Herein was the Love of God manis- 
feſted to his Son, that for his Sufferings 


I heexalted him above all Creatures. Ze 
that ſpared not his own Son, ſaith S. Paul, Rom 8.32; 


but delivered him up for us all. If he 
were the Eternal Son of God who came to 


I faffer for us, there is a mighty force and 
1 Emphaſis in this Expreſſion, and very apt 
I to raiſe our Admiration and our Love ; 


But what not ſparing his own Son 1s there, 


| ifnothing were meant but that he de- 
1 fgned by Sutterings to Exalt him? For 


wt Sparing him ſuppoſes an Antecedent 


| Relation of the higheſt Kindneſs, but the 
{ other 1s only deſigning extraordinary 


Kindneſs for the ſake of his Sufterings. 


| Therefore, the Argument for the Love 


of God is taken from what his Sox was, 
when he deliver'd him up for us all; he 
was his ow# Sox; not by Adoption as 0- 


thers are ; S. Fohs calls him, his ozly be- John. r4; 
| gotten Son ; and God himſelf, his beloved 
| Sovin the Voice from Heaven; and this 
| before his Sufferings, immediately after 
| iis Baptiſm, when as yet, there was no- 
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thing extraordinary done by him, as to 
the great Deſign of his coming. Which 
ſhews, that there was an Antecedent Re. 
lation between him and the Father ; and 
that therein theLove of God and of Chrift 
was manifeſted, rhat being the only begor- 
ten Son of the Father, he ſhould take our 
Nature upon him and for our fakes do 


and ſufter what he did. This is indeed | 
an Argument great enough to raiſe our | 
Admiration, to excite our Devotion, to | 
inflameour Aﬀections; but how flat and | 
low doth it appear, when it comesto no | 
more than this, that there was a Man, | 
whom, after his Sufferings God raiſed | 
from the Dead and made him a God by 
Office 2 Doth this carry any ſuch Argu- | 
ment 1n it for our Eſteem and Love and | 


Devotion to him as the other doth upon 
the molt ſerious Conſideration of it? 
(2.) Which tends moſt to beget in 
us a greater Hatred of Sin. For that is 
ſo contrary to the Way of our Salvation 
by Feſus Chriſt, that what tends molt to 


our Hatred of it, muſt conduce moſt | 


to our Happineſs, and therefore be mf 


worthy of all Acceptation. It is agreed on | 
all hands, that Chriſt did ſuffer very | 


much both in his Mindand in his Body. 


Joh.13.21. In his Mind, when it is ſaid, that he wa 
troubled 
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wnbled in Spirit ; that he began to be ſor- Matt. 26. 
nufull and very heavy ; and ſoon after, 37 35 
Ree ff Hy Soul is exceeding ſorrowfull, even un- 

and N 14 death. S. Luke laith, that he was zu Mark 14. 
wriſt } »s Agony ; wherein he not only prayed 4: Eg 
por. | more earneſtly, but his ſweat was as it 4. 
our | pere great Drops of Blood falling to the 
$do |} Ground, What made this Amazement, 
Jeed | and dreadfull Agony in the mind of the 
our { moſt innocent Perſon in the World? 
,to } Was it meerly the Fear of the Pains of 
and } Death which he was to undergo? That 
nm } impoſſible, conſidering the Aſſurance 
far, } which he had of ſoglorious a Reward fo 
ſed } ſoon following atter ; when ſo many 
[bly | Martyrsendured ſuchexquiſiteTorments 
B- { forhisfake without any ſuch Diſturbance 
nd { or Conſternation. But the Apoſtles give 
on us another Account of ir. S. Peter faith, 1 Pet.2.24. 
' } he was 70 bear our Sins in his own bo- 
1 f don the tree; that Chriſt ſuffered for 3 18 
tis Sins, the juſt for the unjuſt. S. Paul, that :Cor.5.21, 
108 God made him to be Sin for us who knew 
tO u Sin, that he might be made the righte- 
oft | ouſneſs of God in him. Hereby we un- 
wt {| derſtand how ſo innocent a Perſon came 

OM { toſuffer; he ſtood in our ſtead ; he was 


Ty {| madeSin for us; and therefore was to be 


dy. | treated asa Sinner ; and to ſuffer that on 
2 {| our Account, which he could not de- 
led 'Bb2 ſerve 
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ferve on his own. If he ſuffter'd on his 
own Account, this were the way to fill 
our Minds with perplexity concerning 
the Juſtice of Providence with Reſpe& 
to his dealings with the moſt innocent 
and holy Perſons in this World ; If he 
ſuffer'd on our Account, then we have 
theBenefit of his Sufferings, and therein 


we ſee how diſplealing to God fin is, 
when even his own Son ſufter'd ſo much | 


by taking the guilt of our Sins upon him, 
And what can tend more to the beget- 


ting in us a due hatred of ſin, than to } 


conſider what Chriſt himſelf ſuffer'd on 
the Account of it 2 What can make us 
have more dreadful thoughts of it, than 
that the great and mercitul God, when 
he deſigned to ſave ſinners, yet would 
have his own Son to become a Props- 
tiation for the Sins of Mankind 2 And 
unleſs we allow this, we mult put force 
upon the plaineſt Expreſſions of Scri 
pture; and make Chriſt to ſufter meer- 
ly to ſhew God's Power over a moſt 
innocent Perſon, and his Will and Plea- 


ſure to inflict the moſt ſevere Puniſh- | 


ment without any Reſpeft to Guilt. 
And ſurely ſuch a Notion of God, can- 
not be worthy of all Acceptation. 


(3 ) Which 
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(3-) Which tends molt to ſtrengthen 
our Hope of Salvation by Chriſt Feſus. 
If we believe that he ſufterd for our 
Sins, then we have great Reaſon to 
hope for the Forgiveneſs of them ; al- 
though they have been many and great, 
if we ſincerely Repent; becauſe the 
moſt prevailing Argument for Deſpair 
will be removed ; which is taken from 
the Juſtice of God, and his declared /Za- 
tred of Sin and Diſpleaſure againſt Sin- 
vers. If God be ſo much in earneſt dit- 
pleaſed with the Sins of Mankind, and 
his Juſtice be concerned in the Punith- 
ment of Sinners, how can they ever 
hope to eſcape, unleſs there be a way 
for his Diſpleaſure to be removed, and 
his Juſtice to be ſatisfied 2 And this the 
Scripture tells us 1s done by Chriſt, who 


died that he might be a Sacrifice of A- Rom. 5. 


tmnement to Reconcile us to God by his 
Death ; as S. Paul expreſly affirms. And 


by this means, we may have ſtrong Con- Heb.g.15. 


folation from the Hopes of Forgiveneſs 
of our Sins. Whereas, if this be taken 
away, either Men muſt believe that God 
was not in earneſt diſpleaſed with the 
dins of Mankind; which muſt exceed- 
ingly leſſen our Eſteem of the Z7ol:neſs 
and Fuſtice of God ; or if he were 10 
| diſpleaſed, 
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diſpleaſed, that he laid aſide his Diſplea- 
ſure, without any Atozement or Sacri- 
fice of Expiation. And ſo, as many ag 
look on God's Fultice and Holineſs as 
neceſlary and eſſential Attributes of God, 
will be in danger of ſinking into the 
Depths of Deſpair, asoften as they Re- 
fled ſeriouſly on the Gui)t of their Sins. 
But on the other ſide, 16 we believe that 
while we were Exemies we were reconci- 
led to God by the death of his Son; then 
we may have Peace with God throuzh our 


Lord Jeſus Chriſt; and have reaſon to 


believe that there will be »o Condemmati- 
on to them that are in Chriſt Feſus by a 
lively Faith and ſincere Repentance ; 
then they may with Comfort look up 
to God asa Reconciled Father, through 
Jeſus Chriſt our Mediator ; then they 
may with inward Satisfa&tion look be- 
yond the Grave, and ſtedfaſtly hopetor 
that Salvation which Chriſt purchaſed 
on Earth and will at laſt beſtow on all 
ſuch as Love and Obey him. To which 
God of his Infinite Mercy bring us all 
through Jeſus Chriſt. For, This is « 
faithfull Saying and worthy of all Ac 
ceptation, that he came into the World to 
ſave Sinners. 
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Rational account of the Grounds of the Proteſtant 

Religion ; being a Vindication of the Lord Arch- 
bihhop ef Canterbury's Relation of a Conference, &c. 
fom the pretended Anſwer of T. G. 2d, Edit. Þl. 

Origines Britannica, or the Antiquities of the Britiſh 
Churches, with a Preface concerning ſome pretended 
Antiquities relating to Britain, in Vindication of the 
Biſhop of St. Aſaph. Folio. 

Irenicum, A Weapon-Salve for the ChurchesWounds. 

uarto. 
mes Sacre, Or a Rational account of the Grounds 
of Chriſtian Faith, as to the T'ruth and Divine Authort- 

of the Script. and the matters therein contained. 4ro. 

A Diſcourſe concerning the ldolatry praQiſed in the 
Church. of Rome, and the hazard of Salvation in the 
Communion of it. O#ave. 

An Anſwer to ſeveral late Treatiſes occaſioned by a 
Book entiruled, A Diſcourſe concerning the Idolatry 
praftiſed in the Church of Rome, and the hazard of 
Glyation in the Communion of it; Part I. O&#avs. 

A Second Diſcourſe in Vindication of the Proteſtant 
Grounds of Faith, againſt the pretence of Infallibility in 
the Reman Church, in Anſwer to the Guide in Contro- 
verſie, by R. H. Proteſtancy without Principles, and 
Reaſon and Religion ; or the certain Rule of Faith, 
by ZE. WW. with a particular enquiry into the Miracles of 
the Rowan Church. OFave. 

An Anſwer to Mr. Creſſy's Epiſtle apologetical to a 
Perſon of Honour , touching his Vindication of 
Dr. Stillingfleet. OfFavo. 

A Defence of the Diſcourſe concerning the Idolatry 
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entituled, Catholicks no Idolaters. : OZavo 
| Several Conferences between a Romiſh Prieſt, a Fana- 
tick Chaplain, and a Divine of the Church of England; 
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OFave, A 
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A Diſcourſe concerning the llegality of the Beets. 
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The Unreaſonableneſs of Separation, or an Impar- 
tial account of the Hiſtory, N ature and Pleas of the 
preſent Separation from the Communion of the Ch,” 
of England. Quarto. a, 
The Grand Queſtion concerning the Biſhops Right” 
to vote in Parliament in Caſes Capital ſtated andar 
gved, from the Parliament-Rolls and the Hiſtory of - 
former times; with an Enquiry into their Peerage, and: 
the Tree Eſtates in Parliament. OZavo. BAR 
Twelve Sermons preached upon ſeveral Occaſion 
Vol. I. O#avws. / 
Ten Sermons preached upon ſeveral Occaſions, 
Vol. Il. OS avs. SEO 4 
A Third Volume will be ſhortly publiſhed. 7 
A Diſcourſe in Vindication of the Do&rine ofthe 
Trinity : with an Anſwer to the late Secinian Oh- 
jeions againſt it, from Scripture, Antiquity and ' 
Reaſon. And a Preface concerning the different Ex» 
plication of the Trinity, and the Tendency of the 
preſent $0c;nian Controverſie, The ſecond. Edition. /* 
O7Favo. +22 
The Biſhop of Warceſter's Anſwer to Mr. Lack's 
Letter concerning ſome Paſſages relating to his Eſky 
of [Humane Underſtanding , mentioned in the late 
Diſcourſe in Vindication of the Trinity. With a 
Poſtſcript in Anſwer to ſome RefleQions made onth 
Treatiſe in a late Socinzan Treatiſe. 
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1 Te I S Second Diſcourſe 
y | -,.cancerningthe Dottrine 
*3 {| | \ .\ \ ED FE A SE ICE. o : 

— "of Chriſt's SatisfaFtion, 


| | vas lefe prepared for the Preſs 
| | by the Right Reverend and 
\ | | Learned Author under his own 
| | Hand-Wricing, except the T'wa 
'' I} it Heads mentioned in the 
Third Chapter of the Contents, 
which he was prevented from 


A 2 finiſhin 


- 
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Advertiſement. 
finiſhing, by that Diſtemper he 
labour'd under,-and—which at 
laſt put an ad to his Life, 
However it was thought COn- 
venient, that this ſhould be pub. 
liſhed as it is, athef” \chan the || ©. 
World ſhould be deprived +7 j\ 
ny thing written by-ſo greata || L 
Man; and as this finds Acce 

rafice it - may incoutage th 
Priciting of ſome- other Mani 
_ his wp or. 


H jr Myr. 


THE 


" CONTENTS. 


I. HE Biſops of Worceſter's 
KK Letter to-Mr. Dan. Wil 
 llams. Rs page t 


Wyeral Letters from and to Mr. 
.\Lobb.. > 4; 2 D277 


The Biſhop | of Worcefter's An- 
' fwer to Mr. Lobb's Appeal. 


= CHAP. I. 


bf the true occaſion of the aroſe 
© Differences anaong the Diſſenters 
IE]; about 
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Socin! ian Corres p. 38 


CHAP. n. 


The Myſtery of Antinomianiſm 
laid open from Dr. dare ps Wri. 


yp Þ.7) 
C H. A P. II. 


The State of the Socinian Contye 
verſy Explain 4, with reſpet} to 
the preſent Difference among the 
 Diſſenters about it. ps. 149 


(1) 4bout Chrift's Sufferings be. 
 _ ing @ Proper Puniſhment fo 
our Sins. P. 141 


tings. 


(2.) of the Change of Perſons be-. 


tween Chriſt and Us, and 0 
"Ow s Suffering" i in our ſtead 
p- 173 


> {3.) f 


The CONTENTS. 
about the Antinomian ang 


The CONTENTS. 

F(3 ) Of Chriſt's Suffering under 
Ib Obligation, and by Virtue of - 
the Sandlion of the Law of 
Works. 


l BE (4) Of the rue Notion of Im- 
(64% Ragieonfare, and our Ju- 
\ ftification thereby 


IVY MA AA 


ERRATA. 


Pe 60. 1. 20. I. renowncing. P. 92. 1, 14. t. 
eixamws. Pr 104 1. 6. r. and legally having it 
poft. P. 127.1. 24. r. that latirude init, Pu 
L 17. x. and how far Mr. WW. 


1 JLETT þ R wa a Was 
I Reverend. Dr. Sillingfleer,, labe 
aus Þþ Biſhop of © Worceſter," in. 4n- 
| © ſper to one from, MF. Williams, 
" "who deſired - bis. Judgment. as to 
_ the following Queſtions; becauſe 
- bis Lordſhip 5\Book is in the firſt 
"Paper, and the Report. pleaded 
i gainſt Mr. Wikams. _ 


"SIR, 


Retubn you" Tharks for the Pa- 
_ pers you- were pleaſed to ſend 
; me; by which I am able toUn- 
derſtand. ſomething more than 
formerly, of the Preſent ſtate of the 
Difference about the Charge, of Per- 
ſons between Chriſt and ws + But Tſhall 
meddle no farther in it than T1 am 
obliged todo in Anſwer to the Que- 
{tions you propoſe to me. And 1 
wiſh Imay be able to do any ſervice 
therein, © -* 


B The 
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mutation of _ --It1s ſaid inthe 
firſt Paper, That I do with Groting 
expreſly affirm, ayd irrefr agablyproye 
it with the common ſentiment of Pro. 
ie and = For: poets of 
Juſtification and Chriſt s.Satisfulfion, 
oh be duely Explained . and\De- 
fended conſiſtently with the denial of 
any Conmutation of Perſons between 
Chrift and Believers. YM 


incaſe there could be nootherſenſe 
of Commutation of Perſons than what | 
is aſſerted by Dr. Criſp, but'there is 


In 80 ſe- 
cond Edit. 


Of the Suffetings Part 11, 
The firſt is about avy ſenſe of Com- 


This had been fairly r preſetited 


a threefold ſenſe of it, - very difle- 
rent from each other. +» © 


x. Such a Change of-Perſons;85 


implies that One' is Appointed and | 


allowed to a& on behalf of others, 
and for their Advantage z and this 
ſort of Commutationof Perſons the 
Jocinians never denied; as I have 
ſhewed in the Diſcourſe of Satisft- 
Fon, P. 62,190, 191. It 1snot 
therefore the uſe of the Words, but 
the ſenſe. of them is-to be enquited 
into. For ſome may affirm a Change 
ot Perſons, and yet be Socanians; 


— 


and © \ 


Ir IIA cc 1-5 2-5 TE = "nl 


* _— — 


fill, of CHRIST. 
and others may'deny a Change, and 
REESEES 
wording to the ſenſe in which they 
Sunderfiood. FN 191 


2. Snch: a Change of Perſons as 
ſuppoſes One tobe ſubſtituted in. the 
Mabe of -others,” to become an A- 
tonement for them in order to their 
Redemption and Deliverance. And 
when ſuch a. ſubſtitution is by the 
Will of God: and Conſent - of the 
, | Frirfon who ſuffers, here is' a Real 
| Change of Perſons as to that Parti- 
it } alr End which is deſigned by it. 
Adin thisſenſeTdid aſſert a Change 
«Perſons between Chriſt -and- us, 
keanſe by the: will of the Father 
nd'his own Conſent, he became a 
gcrifice of Propitiation for our Sins 
order to their Remiſſion, and our 
Reconciliation with God on ſuch 
ferms as are declared in the Goſpel ; 
#may be ſeen at large in the Diſ- 
Wurſe already mentioned, particu- 
bly Ch. 4. Se. 4. 
2, Such a Change of Perſons as 
implies an Aual Tranſlation of the 
Perſonal guilt of all the Sins of Be- 
30 levers on Chriſt, and his Perſonal 
d 91 | B " Righ- 


UMI - 1994 


Of the/Sufferings PartAf 
Righteouſneſs oh them: 7'withbur | 
regard to- atty conditions" on "thei 
- Part, but! merely:by the free Grace 
and Favour of God. And this'itake 
tobe Dr. Criſp's ſenſe of. the Change 
of Perſons ; of 'whictrF ſhall dif 
- courſe whenI come tothe laſtQus 
ſono? 12! ororis an tinormana 
' But the Authors of #he firſt Plej, 
and of the: Report, p.4. ſeem to tike 
it for granted that there'tan: be!bit 
one Senſe of Commutation of Pet. | 
_ fons'; wherein 'they- 0+ notodlÞ 
cover their profound:Knowledgdrm 
theſe matters, if, they-thought/fo\; 
or their Ingenuity; -1t-they knewo- 
therwiſe, and'ſdeſigned to impoſe | 
upon thoſe who did not. 'For'it 
appears that thereis a Senſe in'which | 
it may and ought to be Uenied, with- 
out the leaſt prejudice to theDb- 
rine of Chriſt's | Satisfa&tion,: Al 
though that. cannot be Explained:or 
Defended without-ſome kind: of Got 
m1mtation of Perſons ;"yet it very:ell 
may and ought to be Defended with- 
out and againſt Dr. Criſp's ſenſe'ofit, 
25 will be made appear afterwards 


The 


part Tl. of 'C HR IST. 5 
The Author of the Report; p. 5. 
fth, This is the very Hinge on which 
the Controverſie between the Orthodox 
td Socrmian doth turn ; which ſhews 
him to be not very deeply killed in 
it; for the hilrge of the Controverſie is 
fot about the Words, but the ſenſe 
bf Cormmutation of Perſons: and even 
the ſenſe is not the Original Contro- 
rerlie, but Conſequential, upon our 
afferting Chriſt's Sacrifice to bea Pro- 
pittation for our Sins ; for upon this 
J they ask how the A& of one Perſon 
. | can be ſo Beneficial to others? and 
to that 'we anſwer, that although 
one Man's 'AC& cannot. become ano- 
thers, yet if by conſent both of the 
* 2h and Son, he becomes our Me- 
 Wtor, and ſuffers in our ſtead, in 
order to our Reconciliation, then 
to that end and purpoſe, here is : 
barge of Perſons : for whereas in 
ſritneſs we ought to have ſuffered 
the Deſert of our own Sins, God 
Was pleaſed to accept of his ſuffering 
mſtead of ours, and ſo by vertue of 
that Propitiation we hope for the 
Remiſſion of Sins and the Favour of 
God, according to the terms of the 
B 3 Goa 


III _ 100A 


Goſpel... And therein conſiſts. the 
true Controverlie between. the Socz., 
ians/and Us, vis. Whether te ſuf. 
ferings of Chriſt were to be. confide 


redas a Puniſhment for our Sins, and. 
as a Propitiatory Sacrifice to. Ge 
for them, or only as an a&t, of'Do. 
minion over an Innocent. Perſon in 
order to his advancement. to glos 
rV, NON vp 
: But it is ſaid in the Report, p.s. 
That if there be no Change of Perſans 


between Chriſt and ws, there can bens | 


tranſlation of the Guilt, nor. a Juſt it» 
fliTion of the Puniſhment of our Vins on 
Chriſt; that is, there car be nopropey 
Satisfation. F 


To this I anſwer, that there.is 2 
twofold Tranſlation of Guilt to. by 
conſidered. hb, 

7. Of the Perſonal Guilt, which 
reſults from the Ads of fin comm 
ted by ſuch Perſons. If this guilt be 
tranſlated, Chriſt muſt become the 


very Perſon who committed the fins 


and ſo he muſt be looked on not Ofty 


ly 'as an actual Sinner, but as. the 
Perſon that committed all the Sins of 
thoſe for whom he died: which 
I comes 


6. fe '4 
. -; __ & Ro 
4 "IN" 
+ p "*R0 £ 
CY . 
0 / 


Of the Sufferings Part 1 


JE Ipartll of CHRIST. 


| comes fo near to horrid Blaſphemy, 
3 | that] wonder Perſons that bear any . - 
lu» { Reverence to otir Blefſed ' Saviour 
de» .f do:not abhor the very thoughts: of 
+2. Of Legal. Guilt, which lies in 
align to. Puniſhment, by ' 
tue of the Sandtion of the Divine 
lay. Now: this Guilt implies two 
tings : 1.23 - 5Þ YL S117 
1, The Deſert of Puniſhment 
wich follows Perſonal Guilt, and 
annot be transferred by 'a Change 
ofPerſons ; For no man can ceaſe 
deſerve Puniſhment for his own 
imlts; nor deſerve that another 
tould be puniſhed for them. + 
{2 TheObligation toundergo the 
> be | &frved Puniſhment, but becauſe 
/., | feexecutionof Puniſhment depends 
Inch” F both on the Wiſdom and Juſtice of 
tis: Legiſlator z therefore here a 
Change of Perſons may intervene, 
nd by the wiſdom and juſtice of 
"ns; £ bed a Mediator may be accepted in 
2 * a _—_—_ as himſelf a rar 
-upon the Acceptance of his'Sa- 
aiſce the Offenders may be pardo- 
ad and received into the Grace —_ 
B 4 2- 
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Of the Sufferings Parti! 
Fayour: of God, on'ſuch Terms" 
hechath declared in the Goſpel; Ad: || 1 
in this ſenſe the guiltof our Singwas! 
charged' upon Chrift as our Media. 
tor, who. was to bear the Puniſh" 
ment of 'our ſins; ſo as by jvertucof 
' hisſufferings, we may notonly hope! 
to eſcape the juſt Puniſhment of 6ur 
Offenees, but tobe admitted itito 
the Privileges of the Children'of 
But: the Reporter out of a' certain 
Mannſcript gives another Account 
of Commtation of Perſons, viz." That 
Commutation in a legal ſenſe 3s the ſame 
with a” proper ſurrogation, where'the 
ſarety puts on the Perſon, and ſtands 
#n'the quality, ſlate and condition of 
the Debtar, and lies under the ſane | 
obligation ta anſwer HO _ 
-- Butthis I have ſhewed long fince 
to be a very wrong Notion of Chrilt's 
SatisfaQtion :: - and' which ' in effe& 
gives upthe Cauſe to the Socenians: 
For if fins be conſidered as: Debts, 
God may freely forgive them (with- 
out diſparagement-'to his 'Wiſdgm 
and Juſtice) without any SatisfaGi- 
pn ; and' the [right of age 
19 Ws then 
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parcll. of CHRIST. 
then depends on God's abſolute Do- 


minion'; and Satisfa&tion muſt be by 


way of Compenſ, ation ; of which I 
4 treated at —_ Ch. x. SeF.' 2. 
- ButI cannot but wonder at the 
ot Author of the MS. that he 
doth at the ſame time affert our fins 
to i grmrty as OK and the 
Neceſſity of vind;iFive Juſtice: For, 
what ts ron Tuſti ce es gs to'a 
Creditor 2 May not a Creditor part 
with his own "Right, and forgive 
what and whom he pleaſes, with- 
but any violation of Juſtice? I can 
hardly think, that thoſe who write 
ſo riadety and Inconſiſtently, ever 
penetratedinto theſe Matters in their 
own thonghts; but only'take up 


with a ſet of Phraſes and common 


Expreſſions among thoſe they con- 
verſe with, which they look on as 
the ſtandard: and meaſure 'of Truth 
about theſe Matters. 


But he finds fault with ſome men 


who hold that Chriſt 'only ſuffered 712 
the Perſon of a Mediator, and not 5n 
the Perſon of Sinners, What is the 
meaning of this? T had thought, 
that a Mediator interpoſing for that 


end, 


19 


nigh hs by | bis s fer 


a0 als be SEE pred. s ” Fo 


Perſon of Sinners. Is Fn rhe : Oy 
that others 


Che thoſe _ boſs 
Foy Ch i 


[offered 7” the Perſon of g 
Meine. Fo tator is 2 publi 
erſqn, and 285i in the ſtead andon 
the behalf of others;, and. if this be 
called ſuſts; 


pple. they. will: not. quarrel with 
te expreſſion. But if more be meant 
bb 274... that the perſonal Guilt 

f finners, -in Dr. Criſp s ſenſe, is 
ee win upon Chriſt, that they 
have. to - Ba as I. hope to make it 
"_ in anſwer tothe third queſti- 


"The ſccond Queſtion i 15, Whether 


. the Authay o of G pel-Trats ſtated, VIZ. 


Mr. Williams areeable with SO- 
COMRNTN 2 what b ſaid, by 37* 407 


The 


of- the Suffering, Pad "Y p 


the Perſon of Srameng, - 


ENEEEECEEREPOEESOIESPO Og TO TOO. Loans LO oor rs Won Þ 


wo, 


ws. amy «< by 
"=. + Wh ; 


 Tucon nt with by Lg th 
Hp ; which muſt reg | 
mutation of Perſons. ; And therefore 
hethat denies any Change, cannot af 
fert the Dofrine, of Satesfation,; .- 
This is the force of the Objettion, 
And being deſired to give my Opini- 
mof it, I examin'd and .compard 
Wo paſſages in, that Book, that 
ught judge truly | and .impartia 
eeroing a And I, found the 
uthor, p. 3. ſaying concerning the 
Mference with Dr. Criſp, That it 
nes. rot whether Chrift bal LITE full 
honement for fin; which he there- 
| by owned to. be his ſenſe. And, 2, 
Iv more full he owns, That our. pj 
brift with reſp 
$:; ſo. that be by 5; 
Fither's appointment , and bis own 


© BARN DTS TS Pur. 


> 


i os te Re 


er conjert, became, Of 7 ed as Mediator, 
Z. to bear: the puniſhments to the full, ſa- 
> | Hiefetfion of Juſtice and to our attual = 
Y Remiſſion when we believe, Can any 


Fajn be more clear-and expreſs a- 
thing aq 


Go 


UM] - 1994 


of the Sufferings Part Ik, 


nit Lei than this? Thire 
re other p allages, Þ.. Io, 19, 28,0 
to the Links urpole, 'but theſe are 
Gofficient to NR he could not 
abſolutely deny? any Commutation 
of Perſons. 

'But in what Words doth he dev 
it? For it is poſlible there may be 
ſuch Words uſed as may teſtrainand | 
limit the Wenſe ; and then it is:ve 
bardto force ſuch aſenſe upon them 
38 1s inconſiſtent with what he had 
ſaid before, for no man loves to 
contradict himſelt;' eſpecially when 
he knows what advantage will-by 
Pn vp The words re theſe 
P-40. The difference lies in theſe poittts. 
rx. Whether there be 4 thange rs 
between Chriſt and the Elet? 2 Tea, or 
betwixt Chriſt aid Believers.” Thi 
the Dofor affirms, and I deny. How 
can any perſons, in common Inge- 
nuity, underſtand 'this otherwile, 
than that he denied ſuch Change of 
Perſons, as Dr. Criſp affirmed? But 

againſt this i it is urged by LT Author | 
of the MS. in the wo. 
his denial of a Change of Per I 
ſo expreſs and full,” as leaves 70 oi 


for 


= nl « 


y—_ 
—_— 


Parell, f CHRIST. 13 
in any diftin@ion', Vnitatooft” or 
* on we for an owning it in 
ny ſenſe. "What! not in'the ſenſe 
that himſelf = wo it a nas "4 
This is-very hard; eſpecially-when 
he mentions what "the DoSfr affiom- 
td and be denied. There is\3-very 
ooil paſſage to this purpoſe inthe 
iſt Paper, mentioned inthe*Repoee, 
y:12. Not thinking it EY Juſt 
to charge por any Brother ſuch Conſe- 
quences of any Expreſſion or Opinion 
of bis, which he himſelf ſhall.diſown. 
Why then ſhould facty a fenſe be 
charged upon him, which the diſ- 
owns at the: ſame time? 'There muſt 
heſomething farther in this matter, 
than appears to an indifferent: and 
{impartial Reader; what it'is, ts no 
5part of my buſineſs to enquire. © '*! 
1! But that-which muſt give thebeſt 
{light into it, will be” the':reſolution 
-ofthe lat Queſtion. [| 41111 4777 
The third Queſtion is, concerning 
'Dr.' Criſp's. Senſe of the': Charge of 
Perſons, whether it be trueor falſe? 
-Which; I ſuppoſe, is truly fetdown 
by the Author -of the Gofpet-Truth 
fated ; 'in theſe words, pi:38. Mark 


"ITE *.c ti? poop  S & anos” ' P.. -— = gs” 4 F 
3.4 _ D __ _ $--—— - : ws] WW - 0 : 1 o - Lad « Þþ 
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"Of the Sufferings Pan 1 


7 mell,. Chriſt himfelf-38:mot ſo. Com: 
pleatly righteows,. but me are ar 
fr08r aribe.s nor yy 'tompleatly f 
rv! apap: 20 ng | mile 
LA more; \we 
6 righteouſne F331 'fr. We 

pegs 
tagh wery. oh we were, 
tho very fel lefra® 
S. pan 15. 4 drret#.Change, Chrif 
6 our\ Perſon and. Condition! ad 
fixnds's rnonrſtead,; and we take C 
Perſon, and fland\in'bis ſtead, \" 
Here is indeed a:Chr of Pak 
ſuppoſed, -but I do not © find-jt pubs 
ved 3::-and therefore is only tobe 
Jooked-on: 25 an imaginary C 
which it-is poſſible for-Men: tor fan- 
ſie; but: that is no ground: to: build 
a matter! rof Faith-npor 3. and -ſach 
as the Salyation: of their Souls is fo 
Ap concerned iti. But to deliver 
my Opinion freely and. diſtindly a 

- bout 12,1 ſhall ſhew, 3 |. 

'T«; That it hath no Foundation? in 


Scripture... 
' 2,: Thatit is contrary to the Te- 
nour: of it} and the terms 'of Salvati- 
Wo)! catitained I 1n the Goſpel. 


x =nAS BODIES =EnSYS2cCSsnS ESSE S: PL. Wm 7 


3 That 


MS REHSTYT TE RES REATIEST TY 


part'Hl. of C ARIST. 


19/2 That it is'attended with: very 
| tad conſequnees,! \whicly reittital ly | 
follow from it; C1} $3261 © 2Ifnc 
4] That it KitKino Fott in 


ture.” For which T' 
<p conſidered, that: Sri Mite 


Gyionr himſelf iri wer his Pre _ n 
ho! came'to'refeal the 

God to Mankind, faith my | 
W6fit: and cati any poſſibly! 

that he would” onilt- Fich 7 'pait 
wherein, I perceive,” ſome qo think 
the ſubſtance of the Goſp ef iS contain- 


4 Alt tae our" Saviour faith" to 


gs is, ' That he" eiinre to 
give -þ fe a Ran one for many, Mat. 
20284; * and that h;s Blood was ſhed 
fir many for 'the* Rewiſſion ſons, 


ſors is here implied, but that '5f 
wiſor, and a Sacrifice of Propiti- 
d70#'2: He that knew beſt for what 


7.9 | end he ſuffered, ſaith not one- word 


of his taking upon ' himſelf the'Per- 


nin | ſwof ſirners, it any other ſenſe than 


25 he ſuffered i in their ſtead, 'and for 


Te- | their advantage.” Here is nothirſs 
rati- | like bz5 being as compleatly ſinfull as 


wes and our being made as tiphteous 


"hat . as 


= Sam as, 4 i A ff 


Mat. 26. 28, What other Chay ange of 


as 


of the Sufferings Part w | 


as he..\:And yet certainly. he; com Ind 
municated. to his... Diſciples thoſe It 
points on- which their Juſtification ie: 
and, Salvation depended. - But h 
could;. #7 it apprehend an 
Cha y append any vi 
any. oords uſed by himſelf to them? 
And. all neceſſary points; of, Faith 
weredelivered by our Savioustahly 
Difaiples: And.,therefore toi make 
Tick a Change. of, Perſons neceſſary lacy 
andyetnot mentiqged Þy 
arge him with, fail 
Dhetieal EOS 
- conſider, . who lay ſuch (rang 
on this matter. ee 54 Wy | 
But doth not. St. Paul ſay; that 

God hath made him to be ſon fur ut, 
who knew. no ſon," that we might; "bt 
avade the righteouſneſs of God in hint 
2 Cor. 5.21. I grant he doth, 
But do not theſe words 7mply ſuch” 4 
Change of Perſons as Dr. Criſp «fſertas 
By no means, Which I thus prover 
Dr. Criſp's Notion of the Change of | % 
Perſons, poſes the benefits of Fthis Li 
Change tobe antecedent to'any con» JG 
ditions on our ſide, v2. that it-was 
| by a TranſaQion between the Father 


and 


I [Part of CHRIST. 17 


mdthe'Son, without regard to any 
oſs. IiRtof ours: But when the Apoſtle 
= | geaks of Chriſt's 'beirg made fin for 
ow. Wand our being made the righteouſ- 
"Baſe of God 77: hire , heſuppoles, that 
efore we can have the benefit of it, 
muſt be firſt reconciled to God, 
which -is an act on our part. | For to 
tis purpoſe he ſaith, 2. 18,.19.'that 
ater” the Reconciliation made by 
Chxiſt at his Death, he had given to 
te-Apoſtles the Miniſtry of Reconci- 
lov. To what purpoſe? Wasit 
oly-to let them know what Chrift 
bad: already yo pay Freya ? 
That were to ſet up a Mzziſtery o 
| - Hobil for Believers but'not 4 
Þ Kconcz/zation. But the Apoſtle lays 
gat force upon” it, that God had 
amm3tted to them the word of Recon- 
aliation. Now then, ſaith he, we 
cha | a dmbaſſadors for. Chriſt, 'as though. 
rtat | ddid beſeech you by us, we pray you 
767 | Chriſt's ſtead, be ye reconciled to 
of | God; v. 20. They were by this M:- 
this Þ nftery of Reconciliation, after what 
'Þ Chriſt had done and ſuffered, pray- 
d;.and with great -carneſtneſs, to 
tereconciled to God 2 To what ey 
; c 
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Of the Sufferings Pare Yu "rt. 
if according to this change of perſons; /last 
they were more thay reconciled to Gai lter-: 
already, if they were'trueBelieveray lee. 
for they were as righteons. «+ Ghrifh Bieo 
himſelf, and therefore muſt be tn the LD, 
Grace and Favour of God. If they; luſes 
were-not Believers, then, according flip: 
to this Scheme of the change of june id, 
ſons, they could have no benefithy Bad r 
it; and conſequently, this Miniſiay Biwer 
of Reconciliation, is wholly (ub Row! 
ted, as to the great purpoſe andaes Ripe 
fign of it. For either they warews Ww, 
cbnciled already, or they nevercall: I xd 
be, And yet the Apdltle;, allen 
thoſe words, v. 21. immediately N wee 
ſubjoyns, ch. 6. 1. We then as mans | i 
ers together with him, beſeech youralſh, | it 
that ye receive not. the Grace of Gothin 


74, 
g : 
F 


* 


% 


. vain. What can the meanit 7.0f 


theſe words be, if Dr. Cr:ſp's Jens 
of the change of perſons hold gooan | fB 
Can they who are comrpleatly right | by 
ous, ever receive the Grace of Guam || me 
vain ? And to what purpoſe- doll ju 
he ſpeak of their working: toperntn | ales 
with God; and beſeeching them mot God 
to do.a thing utterly impofbblet Þ die 
For it would be to undo what. Ver 
ong 


Mahpi 11 "of CHRIST 
Me; laxfince been done between the Fa- 
Gab Me and the Son i In #he change of per- 
So that this Notion of the 
we vo of perſons is-as different from 
, hs EE s, as may be; for that ſap-* 
hey! {ſues no conditions on our fide: ;and 
"4 niſtery of Reconciliation in St. 
þ is wholly founded upon it, 
t. by Mreally fignifies nothing, as to 
_ I i ieends he propoſes without it. For 
vet I; what purpoſe is that appointed 
" & J wp er rfivade men to: be reconciled. to 
p, b if all that ever ſhall be admit- 
ou pHeaven were long ſince recons 
-at the death of Chriſt, and. they 
Im: \made as compleatly righteous as 
mr bmfelfe 
Itmay be ſaid, That the Miniftery 
Reconciliation 15 not uſeleſs, becauſe 
is the means whereby God doth effe- 
ens 8 bully corvey his Grace into the hearts 
2008 fDelzevers. But this cannot ſatisfie 
gals £ dy one that conſiders St. Paxl's cx- 
foi flions: For his words are, We 
M0 Bray you 32 Chriſt's ſtead, be ye recon- 
Jie to God. If he had ſaid, That 
-00 | God bad made Chrift to be fon for you 
be tready, and you as righteous as Chriſt 
- M8 fv; how would it have looked to 
long oy. have 
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Of the Sufferngs 
have ſaid after this, We pray” yoit'#' 
be reconciled to God? For what nee! 
they any Reconcil:ation, who' wes 
already ſomuch in his favour: 44, 
" - But 3s there no Change of- Perſon? 
then implied in thoſewords of St. Paul; 
Who made him to be ſin for us, why 
knew no ſin, that we might be | mile 
the righteouſneſs of God' in \him?'Yeg 
certainly.” Such-a charge, whereby 
Chriſt did uridergo the puniſhmenty 
of our ſins, and ſo Eraſmus obſerves, 
that Chriſt is not called a prener het, 
as Df! Criſp would have it, butfiry 
1. 4 Sacrifice for ſin, according tothe 
Scripture-ſenſe : Aud we are madtthe 
righteouſneſs of God in him, 1.6, Wt 
God upon the account of his'Satt 
fice, and our Reconciliation to him, 
would treat usas righteous perſons; 
or receive us into his Grace andÞt- 
vour ; which 1s all that I can»nmd 
that St. Pax! underſtood by this 
preſſion. #® "AJ 

2. I am now to ſhew, that” this 
Notion of the change of perſons, 
which Dr. Criſp aflerts, is contrary 
to the whole Tenour of the Scrt- 
pture, and the terms of Salvation 

Con- 
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Ari] part TI. of CHRIST. 

44/1 contained in the Goſpel. I-am ſen- © 

1664+ | ble how: large a field I am-entred 

vete\ [upon : And 1f I ſhould purſye this 

44 | matteras it deſerves, it would take 

7 | ap much more room than I can al- 

| low to this Anſwer. I could eafily 

who {grove that in all the Tranſactions 

Wn a God and: Mankind, ſome 

Ve £ @nditions'on our fide were requi- 

#8 xd .in order to his favour. So-it 

e N. as in the ſtate of Innocency ;, ſo it 

watinued' after Man's fall, as ap- 

gears by thoſe remarkable words of 

God to "Cain; If thou docſt well, ſhalt 

thay 720t. be w_— ? If thou doeft 

wxel, fer lieth at the door, Gen. 4. 

£ $* Soit was in God's dealing with 

the Patriarchs, and the moſt exce]- 

knt perſons in the Old Teſtament, 

idbreban ;: Moſes, David, Fob, 8c. 

Sut I paſs ,over theſe, (although I 

fappoſethey will not 'be denied -to 

ave been of the EleF, and tohaye 

| | hadthe benefit ofChrif eRiohteonſneſs 

vis £ +apwell as Chriſtians)and come to the 

x, | terms/ of Salvation, as declared by 

(Chriſt himſelf. Let any one fſeri- 

-pully peruſe the Dofrine which he 

preached from the time, when he be- 

C3 gar 
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o the Suffering var ſt 
gan topreach,” and to ſay, R#þi #7 (5* 
the king dom of heaven if af ha | I | df 2 
Mat. I7.- And he ſhall. find'ths " "9 


main buſineſs of his Preachitip wi 
to put men upon Go. nx 
conditions, as were nece ty 


"cial Bleſſadneſs to the bumble 
merciful, pure in heart, Mat. 5; 
@c. What do theſe "things mean 
if they be not conditions ond 
parts neceflary in 'order to Happt- 
neſs? And that they are conſider 
by God as ſach > Why dothhefiy, 
Except your Righteonſneſs exceed th 
Riehreouſueſe of the Seribes and Phe 
riſees, ye ſhall in no caſe enter into 
Kingdeure Heaven, ; Oo 5. ffich 

a Righteouſneſs be not a co ditto 
required in order to ſuch Entraee 
And if it be, no change of Perſon 
without.inward and feal Righteoll- 
neſs can be ſufficient. Our Savibur 
doth not ſpeak of what will be even: 
tnally in ſome perſons, brit of what's | * 
required to be done in order-ton || 
end. And therefore he My” 


"Ns 
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nfo. f,CHRIST. 23 


Wrcrne with ſaying, Whoſoever 
kereth #beſe ſayings of mine and doth 
mJ will liken hine to a * Bil mat, 

D buils his houſe upon a rock, $&c.. 

| k 7. 24- Not. he. a2 elieves 
Bit he is one of thoſe who is made 
ey rightear by a change of 
wor, without any change of tem- 
Kor diſpoſition of Mind : He ne- 
\ p44 the leaſt degree of Hap- 
els to ſuch ; but ſtill infiſts on 

fe ro endeavours, By ſtriving to 

# at the ſtrait gate, which. St. 

[= A working out our own Salva- 

w with Fear and Trembling, and 

or, giving all diligence to make 


[ Fines, and EleFion ſure. For, 


lth he, Tf ye dotheſe things ye ſhall 
aver fall. | 

+Do not theſe expreſſions note the 
weefſity-of the performance of con- 


mT 


Wions on our ſide? And there- 
fare all imaginary Notions of ſuch 
| 8charge of perſons, as hath no regard 
#any ads of ours, is wholly re- 
Fugnant to the main Scope and De- 
in'of the Goſpel. I i. nos 
gs the diſpute about the Moral 
C 4 Law, 
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of the Suffering Part UV; 4 "Y 


Law, which muſt continue to: obs 


lige us as long as -the'reaſon; ofiip | 


continues ;* but the main argument 


to me is from the Goſpel, as its. FRY < 


livered by Chriſt and his Apoſtles. 
who certainly underſtood the Sy. 
ſtance and Deſign of it far better ik 
Dr. Criſp , . or the Reporter doth, 
What was tranſa&ed between'ths 
Father and the Soni, we know to 
more than they have revealed to 
and we know they had no defignts 
impoſe upon Mankind, by layigfh 
much weight upon ſuch conditi ns 
as God had no regard to ; adthy 
concealing from them ſuch a unge 
of perſorrs, as made then conledtly 
righteous without 'any a& of tiieits. 
Men could. never be reconciled 
the juſt Veneration -and Eſteem'y 
have of the Sacred Penmen of the 
Scriptures, nor to: their Knowleds 
of the Myſteries of the Goſpel; 'nor 
to their Fidelity in declaring them 
for the good ' of Mankind.” Sothit 
if we find nothing of this ar 1 
perſons in "their Writings; arid 
much as is utte rly inconſiſtent with 


it, 


IF 


Ie. of CHRIST. 25 
bw: | we have"all the reaſon'in "the 


nt6 $3: This Notion of the change of per- 
den B rr is attended with very bad con- 
5, | {quences. Which I do not charge 
on thoſe who do'not ſee them, or 
xe carried by ſome higher Princi- 
ples above them ; but we are notto 
4dge of Perſons: but. of ; Things, 
ind the natural Tendency of Prin- 
ples. 

And ſo the Change of Perſons in 
his ſenſe hath theſe very bad Con- 
Kquences: Thar it is apt to leſſen 
Dy © our Keverenceof the Divine Perfe- 
wee WI (ions ; our Juſt ſenſe of the diffe- 
eatly fences of Good and Evil ; Our Ob- 
ations to all ſorts'of Duties; it 
nds to the Difparagement of that 
free Grace they pretend” to exalt 
and expoſes the Goſpel to the Re- 
* & proach and Contetnpt of Infidels, 
wor | "and leaves the Minds of thoſe who 
 } **mbrace it,” under Great Temptati- 

tuat' Y %0ns to Preſurrption. 2" 


© Theſe things I can only vention, 
; becauſe you defired a ſhort Anſwer 
| 2 AI wr + if to 


IL INMI . 1904 


to your Queſtions ; ad Lo 


brovght i it intoas narrow aCom 
as I ood. | 


a % 
" - & "'# 


T am, Sir, 


Nov. 19. 97. 


| Tour Fgthfull Friend and $ erva, 
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_ W.. St, Pt . Firſt Letter n 
| © Nov. 18. 1697. 


FT" Here being a Controverfie a- 
"Jy ' mong Diflenters about the 
Dofrine of Chriſt's Satisfa®tion, 
time of the moſt! eminent among 
-them'; {ſuch as Dr. B. Mr. H, e+e. 
"4d, in” a Paper ſent to ſome other 
| fethern for Conciliation, mention 
». I your Lordſhip's ſenſe about the aſ- 
N, | ferting a Commutation of Perſons 
| between Chriſt and Us, as neceffary 
* | ta due Explanation, and Defence 
| vithe ſaid Doarine : and on the 
' | other hand, there is another of E- 

' | ſtezm among us, who is for caſting 

4 |} of the Phraſe of a change of Per- 
Mr, | fons between Chriſt and Us, al- 
|} lowing only a change of Per- 
fon z upon +which , he faith, 

your Lordſhip hath put an honeſt 

EY = On | ſenſe, 
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_- T amthe more-earneſt in this, be. ll 


not properly penal, but inproper.Wha 
1y'and materially ſo: and our Sits W y 
not tobe the impulſive, or not-the I th 
. near 1mpulſive meritorious Cauſeof” I Val 


queſt of, 


EFT) ths. Re = 7 ” 
tire. 7" awe \ 81 IF 


ſenſe, viz. a Subſtitution of - one | 
Perſon in the room and place of a. | << 
nother, Your Lordſhip's Judgment "Y 
therefore being referred unto; | 4 
will be a moſt Chriſtian part, ifyou Þ #1 


- 


ſhall condefcend to give usyourin- 
partial thoughts of this point, 'asbe- 

ing likely, on both hands, to be fo 
received as tocompoſe the difference |} - * 


between-us. 


cauſel ſee, that ſome are labouring 
to make Chriſt's Sufferings ſo merely. 
voluntary,” as not- to be paenal;'& 


-- A *Þ 


ba 
tin 
ke 
wi 


them. > 42 Of 

There being no other end in ſend- || h: 
ing this, Thope, your Lordſhipwill || & 
both pardon and: anſwer the-Re- | & 


| V 
My Lord, 1-0 | 
Tour Loxdſhip's: #10ft obe rent | N 
Servant, and ſercere Hononrer, tl 
+» Stephen Lobb. || < 

PO ; ( 

An- 


rt II. F CHRIST. 29 


———_— 


Ke ſver to ” St. Lobb! 5 Firft 
-f he Der Dec. 12. "B90 


p s L#, 
X 7 Our Letter, which bears dit; 


£2 Nov. 18. came not to my 
hands till Dec. 16. and in the mean 
time, I doubt not, but you have 
&en my Letter to Mr. W. wherein 1 
ve" given my ſenſe of the things 
, Fahich are mentioned in yours ; and 
| thatyyith great freedom and imparti- 
Fality, atter Thad peruſed the Papers 
 F © both fides which came to my 
nd | hands. AndI heartily wiſhyou had 
vill F fent me-your Letter after you had 
e- | fen mine, that I might have remo- 
+ | vedany difficulties you apprehend 
7 | therem: For Idefire to prevent all 
# | needleſs, as well as dangerous Con- 
rer, roverſies among; thoſe; who truly 
| own theDoGtrine of Chriſt's Satisfa- 
bb. | Gion. And Lcannot think a form 


| of words.capable of a very bad ſenſe 
TS 1 
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is to be inſiſted ſo much upon ;. atk Latte 


though others may have uſed it ing ye! 


good ſenſe, And therefare there jg ths 
no need to diſpute your Authorities |Ws! 
about theSound and Orthodox Senſes i 


ſome Divines have uſed thoſs-Ex-. 
preflions you mention in : but the. 
pla ain ſtate of the Caſe at preſent ig 
Dr. Cr. hath aflerted ſuch a change- 
of Perſons between Chriſt, and Belje... 
vers, from whence all the Arty" 
aian Principles do neceſlarily. fo © tor 
low; as that God ſeeth no ſin in hi; 4 
People, that 0 conditions are requis 
red on our parts to make us partakins" © 
of the benefits of Chrilt s Sufferangs's' 
that Tuſtsfication 7s before FaithR ©. 
This Senſe of the change of Perſang 
was denied, -as it ought to be,-by 
Mr. W. but allowing what is undets 
ſtood by it, as to. Chriſt's underg9- 
ing the Puniſhment of our Sins: ups 
on this, he is accuſed as rejecting 
ſuch a change of Perſons as is ne 
ceſlary to maintain the DoErine of |} _ 
SatisfaCtion ; this, I confeſs, appear-' Þ # 
ed to me very hard and unreaſonable Þ| '0 
praceeding ; asI have ſhewed inmy | {: 
__ Letter. || & 


{ 
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16/ [pate 1 of CHRIST. 


al- | Jietter But T perceive by the Pa- 


n. Jy you ſent me, that you dif 

> is ths Avtimonian Rnciples, which I 
1 glad to find 5 and therefore you 
i Jannot but difown ſach a change 
>" TPerſons from whence they folk 
he. Ylwz or elſe you muſt ſhew, that 
$7 hoſe Principles do not follow from 


it, which I think you will hardly 


(0, 

Sir, Iam fo far from thinking Ou 
ed to ask Pardon for your weriin g 
cr aboutſuch matters, that T ſhall 
heglad to hear farther from .you 
» ſax dto underſtand what your Senſe i is 
Uo my former-Letter to Mr. W. as 
well as of this. For by what I can 
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© 32 fondneſs for Dr. Cr. Notions, 
which lies at the bottom of all theſe 
heats; which ſeems to me to have 
keenthe true reaſon why thoſe Pro- 
politions were - not condemned , 


and of others of his way. 

I cannot but look on thoſe Axti- 
mnian DoFrines, as of very dange- 
rous conſequence, to all that under- 
ſand them, as well as tothoſe who 
donot, a 
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obſerve from the ſeveral. Papers, .it 


Rich were taken out of his Books, 


MY 


3T 


32 Of the Sufferings. Pair:11" | 
- - Bat'I find by what you affirm «6 
our ſelf, that all tho nh 
poſe Mr. VF. are not for-Dr. Cs.No« 
tions; and as to ſuch there is nothing. 
but a miſunderſtanding of each; 
ther, which may be eaſily re&ified., 
if perſons be inclined to think welj 
of one another. ou 


Pat 


. 4 -wy wel ee? 
< "xe. 
-_ * 
” "OFL... 
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I ami, Sit, . 1 


Tour Faithfull Friend and Serum, 
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04 Vr. Lobb's Second Letter, Dec. 
dy 18. 1697. 


My Lor d, 
0} a Peruſal of your Letter to 
BY Mr. W. I was abundantly fa- 
tied, in what you write about a 

# ECommutation of Perſons, the guilt 
ofvin, and your Confutation of Dr. 
£6; only I wiſhed your Informa- 

4 FT ton had been more full than I per- 
+ Have it was; for then you would 
+ FE live ſeen, that the Authors of the 
+ I if Paper, and the Report, are nat 
We Þ fra Commutation of Perſons in the 
i Iknſe of Dr. C. That your Lord- 
© I iptherefore ny have a fuller ſtate 
=, 8 matters in Controverſie among 
= FB I have prepared ſome Sheets for 
17 I thePreſs, in which I have given the 

{I true Reaſons of the Diffatisfaftions 
Mz. } of fome with Mr. W. direfing it to 
= Jour Lordſhip ; becauſe you have 

- | ®clearly ſtated our true Senſe about 

D Chriſt's 
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of th Sufferings Part I: Far 
Chriſt's Satisfaction. Itis almoſt &. | 
_ niſhed, and I ſend you this hw 

to beg your Lordſhip's Pleaſure, 
ri ſhall ſend it unto you now 
in MS. or not till Printed. by 

My Lord, My hopes are, that 
God will bleſs your farther endea- 
vours for compoſing our 
at leaſt in the point of Sa tf 
about whichTam in mioſtly'cond » 

Your's of the 12th-canie 'to my 
hands this Evenitg, for whidh/T 
render your Lordſhip my Hrtfblſ 
Thanks. 

. Tn the Papers above-mentiviied 
you will fee my ſetiſe of your! Letter 
to Mr. W. 

ThatDr. C. hath aſſerted fuch a |} 
change of Perſons between Chriſt 7 
and Believers, as from whence all } * 
the Autihieidh Principles do necef- 
farily follow, as tit God ſeeth ti 
Sin in his people ; that no condit- 
ons arerequired on our parts to make 
us Partakers of the benefit of Chriſts 
Sufferings ; that Juſtification is be- 
fore Faith, &*c. we entirely agree 
with your Lordſhip, whilſt we'f 


neceſlitated to difſent from you] 
what 


what you add about your Charity 

tMr. W. not donbting, but that 

we ſhall be able to evince; that it ts 

not a fondneſs for Dr. C's Notions, 

that lieth at the bottom of all theſe 

Heats. The true Reaſon why the 

Propoſitions were not condemned, 

you will find in the Papers prepared 

for the Preſs, in which yonr Lord- 

ed, Bf ſhip will alfo obſerve, why the con- 

uw I toverted Phraſes are rejected by Mr. 

TE W.andMr. 4. T will wait for your 
lordſhip's Commandments, being, 


My Lord, 


Your moſt Obedient Humble Servant, 


StephenLobb. 


An 
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Anſwer to Mr. St. Lobb's [ING 
* Letter, Dec. 22. 1697, 


SIR, | 4 ok 
|| Am very glad my Letter to Mr, 

W. gave you any SatisfaQion, 
as to the point of Commutation of 
Perſons, cc. Only you wiſhThad 
received fuller information of ſome 
matters of fa& ; which was a thing 
out of my power ; and I could only 
judge by what I had ſeen. By the 
firſt Paper it did appear to me, that 
Mr. W. was charged with denying 
ſuch a Commutation as was nece{- 
{ary to explain the Dodtrine of Sa- 
tisfaftion ; whereas he only denied 
ſuch a change as was affirmed by 
Dr.C. If there be any thing more 
in Mr. W's caſe, I ſuppoſe I ſhall ſee 
it in the Papers you are preparing 
for the Preſs; which I ſhall be glad 
to ſee when they are printed. I F:. 
would not have you give your = «5 

the 


IIMI.z 
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fnce they relate to matters of fat I 
can be no competent judge of them. 
|. Iam very well pleaſed, to find 
ond 8 that you diſown Dr.C's Antinomian 
.» I Principles: I think you would do 
your {elves a great deal of right to 
condemn the Propoſitions which 
they inſiſt upon. For I had ſome 


44 = 


too much favoured by ſome of your 
trethren ; but I ſhall not be ſorry 
to find my (elf therein miſtaken. 


1 am, Sir, 


., Your Faithfull Friend and Servant, 
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the trouble to ſend them before. For 


maſon to believe, that they were - 
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Have read and conidared your 
Appeal ;, and Iam very willing 
to. do my endeavours.in. order 
© to the compoſing thoſe dif- 

rexces among you, which relate to 
the Antinomian and Socinian Contre- 
verſies ; and which I think cannot 
be ended without a clearer undet- 
ſtanding of the trze ſtate of both of 

them. For, ifI Rn. much miſt» | Þ 
ken, the one hath given occalion } 
to the other : ; and if the juſt bounds || 
between them be duely ſetled, the | # 


oy 
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% 
; 
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hou 
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pci diſpute-about the ſignificati- 


will fall-to.the ground, (as 


x of this Diſcqurſe.) And Iſhall 
heartily, glad to. contribute ny 
g towards the leflening ary zee 
as well as. dangerous Controverſies 
boſe boſe rhe truly own the Do@rine 


rift s. Satirfaition. fince it is 


Fs 


, out of my. Power to prevent 


at it was 2 Cioility greater than 
[had rcafon ta -cxpett, that you 
| fould in the beginningof your Ap- 
ted, (order me your unfeigned thanks 
Fenly for whatrelates #0 the Art; 


Sei by, but for my Confu- 
r- City: fince I had in- 


i to. NY in one of my Letters, 


rehended, thata fondneſs 
otions lay at the bottom of 
teſe Heats, And I cannot ſay, 
at my 0. 1nion 15 alter'd by your 
gh of which I ſhall preſently 
give my "Reaſons. 


can 
is cies 
ﬀe- 
to 
r0- 
1ot 


%* 
A I 


_ 
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tell me, that 1 have zot been fo 


acquainted with the matters in 
D 4 dif- 


6 
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ſome doubtful Words and 


[hope to wake it appear in the Pro- . 


But I muſt firſt take notice, that 
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Anſvw. to 
the R-: por. ty 


P. I, 


I might rely upon it. | But T'find'll & 
; fince, ſome of your Brethren char- co 


Of the Sufferings Part | part 
as do as could be wiſhed. Truly, | Gn 
whenT wrote my Letter to Mr. W.7 || he 
went.chiefly upon the Report, which | fin 
you had publiſhed ; and I thought'Þ] xer 


ing it with D:ſrgenuty, Prevarite- | k 
SP and Parnle, (Reb. p- 3.) but' 
I faw no cauſe to ſuſpect any u'll 
thing, as to whatI was concerned = « 
in; which was the giving an At- 
ſwer to the three Queſtions prope 
ſed to me. But wherein 1s it "Oat 
I have ſhewed my ſelf ot ſo fuly w- 
quainted with the matters in difference 
among you. Is it, that I ſay, that the 
Authors of the firſt Paper, and the 
Report ſeem to take it for granted, that 
there can be but one Senſe of Commuti- 
tion of Perſons 2 But if you relle&t 
upon the uſe made in the Report of 
Mr. W's denying a Commutation of 
Perſons, as Dr. Criſp had affirmed 
zt; that therefore he muſt deny fuch 
a Commutation as is eſſential to tht 
DoTrine of Chriſt's Satisfat#ion ; you || © 
will eaſily perceive, that the whole } 
force of this Reaſoning depends up- || + 
en this, that he that denies it _ j# 
ng 
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W[parcll. of CHRIST. 
uly.'| &nſc, muſt deny itin all” Which E 


V.T | fhewed to be very- unreaſonable; 
| | fince there may be a and areſiich diffe- 


a 
I 


md'l Senſe, as I ſaid, wherein it'ma may and 

- | ought to be denied, ' without'the 
we | kaſt Prejudice to the Dodrine-of 
but I Chriſt's Satisfa&tion; and although 
ud I that cannot be explained anddefend- 
ned I & without ſome kind of Cottmuta- 
An- Þ& tion of Pefſons, yet it very well 
- my and oughtto be defended, with- 


Sit and againſt Dr. Cr5ſp's ſenſe of 


'a- © i For in one of your Letters,-you 
ence © grant, That the 4 ntinomian DioGrines 


the Y do neceſſarily follow Dr. C's Notion of 


th | the change of Perſons : Either then, 


tht F they muſt be owned to be true, or 
wa- © his ſenſe of it muſt be falſe. Butyou 
let } deny the former, and therefore you 


+ of nit yield the latter, and confeſs, 


” of | that Mr. W. had reaſon to deny the 
med | change of Perſons in his ſenſe. But 


fuch or this more afterwards. 


te} © Or, do you think it argues, -y 
you Þ} -'#0t being ſo fully acquainted with the 
iole | "matters in difference 'amon Shes "be- 


up- | cauſe IT intimated, That T 
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jent Senfes of it. | For' there is a 


effed a 
any 8 fondreſs for Dr. Criſp's Notions 4 
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ſo. freely. with; you, 


te! 
let youknow, that the way you. 


taken to,remove this, Suſpicion hath, 


Bo yn me Rk, COB 
ig yery: great hopes 
eftecgnal Canfutation of it 5 fo 
ſay, That the. condemning "the 
poſſions by your Brethren will 
- m— This is. indeed = 
poſe, - But where is this Cay 
Zur to be ſeen? I hoped.1 
find.it-in your Appeal, or-at thee 
of It. - But I was utterly diſ: ink 
ed; andiinſtead. of it, you: tell-ay 
Þ- 43+ that the reaſonwhy they ha 
not done it, was,  ' That none of 
" the: 49, whole names were.tq 
< the Teſtimonial: before Mr. I's 
* Book, called. Goſpel-Truth ſlated, 
& had recalled their hands ; or ex- 
© prefled ſo much Dif-ſatisfa&ion 
«< with what he had aſſerted, as "ye 
© expetted: Belides, you {ay, Har 
< ying fince diſcourſed ſeveral of 
* them, you find them "ary We willing 
« to declare their diſlike of thePrg- 
* poſitions, and you are perſwa 
'* they will chearfully. do 1t 


« when? Y 
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of CHRIST. © 
s - 2) whenever fatisfactiow 
* hal be given to-wehat Mr. Wis 
- with. And is this. the 
lenny the Antinomian Dolrines, 
okich you promiſed? This only re- 
' Y lates to or, whone you. diſconrſed 
wil and even. theſeare for putting 
toſtto _—_— day; or till Mr. 
ed-Dr. C's ag af Perfanny: 1.C. 
they! will renounce 4ritinomianiſer , 
wen Ms. W. confeſfes: hinifelf tobe 
un dntinomian : For: you grant, he 
rg Cer Dr. ritp's ſenſe of the 
| Perſons, but the Antinonmun 
rk muſt follow from it. Idonot 
this mtend to callin; queſtion your 
incevity-in oppoſing Antinomianiſmrs 
- whavedeclared:itſooftenand 
uch a manner, that I muft think 
by hardly of you; if Þ thought you 
ul conceal a fordweſs for that 
tine under fuch. expreſſions againſt 
t For you not only tell me, that 
b have formerly written againſt 
Þ&; but you: ſpeak! againſt fome of 
Do&trines of it with great Indig- 
= . Rk. and you have ſeverely 
nbuked: ſome of your Brethren for 
trimming 
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Def. ofthe ſedito ſet your'Name to the new Ty. 
mg "7, P. preſſion of Dr. Crilp's Sermons (when 
others did it who:xow blame you)"hes 
cauſe it looked: like\"giving too ith 
conntenance to the Notions in they; 
$o-that I do: not at all queſtion'your 
Zeal againſt Artinomianiſm 'and.} 
do. ſuppoſe ſome more of your'ae 
quaintance may be of your Mind; 
But»that which ſticks with mes; 
that the firf#| Heat which began a 
mong you, was: pon that ew Tiy- 
preſſron of Dr. Crifp's Sermons which 
hath continued ever fince; but"n6t 
managed ſo .openly- as at firſt;"and 
therefore was witely turned intoa 
charge of Socinianiſze, and putints 
your hands, who could not be fi 
ſpeed for Antinomianiſm. 
But I am now. ſo much better at- 
quainted with the matters in difference 
a120ng you; that T doubt not, from 
the Papers on both” ſides, to-make 
this matter clear toany unprejudiced 
perſons; which will give great light 
to the following Diſcourſe; and as 
you defire, lay oper: the Wound in or- 


44 Of t be $ ufferings Parr WH. 
trimming too much in favour of '4y. 
tinonmaniſm ;, and fay, That yourefy. 


der to a cure. We 


(ri 
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We are then to take notice, that | 
bout ſeven or erght years ſince Dr. 


(riſp's Sermons were thought fit-to 


þ: reprinted with the addition” of 
ſome.new ones; and'your-felf con- 
&6\(which is very material) That 
gin were deſired among others, to ſet 
your Name fo the Atteſbetion before "xt : 
kt-you very honeſtly refuſed it; be- 
riſe you apprehended it would be taken 
fir granted, at leaſt by the common 
jrople, that your ' name wear. mp 
there 4s ar Approval of all the Notions 
inthat Book, and enſnare many t0 4 

defure with the Errors contained in it. 
Which was a ſufficient Reaſon. But it 
ſeems others were more eafie in the 


matter ; for twelve venerableNames, 


great Letters, appear in the begin- 
ning of it : (whomT forbear to men- 
tion,) It's true, that the words of the 
Atteſtation go no further than, that 
the additional Sermons were faithfully 
tranſcribed by the Author's Son fron 
tus own Notes. But what need ſuch an 
#teſtation of twelve Reverend Per- 
ſons, that Mr. Sa. Criſp did not fal- 
be his Father's hand? Was there e- 
ver ſuch an Atteſtation given to 2 


per- 


46 


perſon of any tolerable credit? What 


that Gentleman ? But itmay be 


under by that Atteſtatzor, did endes- 


_ "tell us, that you refuſed to joyn in 


| be under the weak people, who'Uid 
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were intended, of the Vetacity of | 4 


That fore. thiſe - Ons afterward; 
cleared rules aro. Teftinro- 
tial to My. Flavel's Book againſt fin- 
tinomianiſm. AW 

I. grant, that ſome of themh 
ſenſible of the Reproach they lay 


vour to clear their Reputation; 
to (ores =_ in _ ory Tha 
wrereas Jome Wedr peapre Pad Mt 

derſtood that Certifiars, a uf i be 
tended an Approbation 'of all thit 
contained in that Volume, theydetlan, 
they had no ſuch intention. But you 


that Atteſtation, becauſe it would 
be ſo underſtood. And ſoyoumult 


ſo apprehend the defign of it, orth 
who did not apprehend, that fi 


=> & 


uſe would be made of it. Butasyou Þ} \. 
very well obſerve, Defente of th || 1 
Report, p. 86. Theſe very perſons }| © 
- in that new Teſtimonial do affirm, : 


That the difference between Dr. ny 
= 


oa the ay SY 
the things, which the one or the other 
of | of 2m believe, ar bot their order 
If ence to one another. But 
jou truely unſver, That 500 Jook on 
the ference between the Orthodox 
al Dr. Criſp'to be _ greater 'thiye 
thie fort of palleating Preface mill at> 
ow'3t Fobe. Ard that if there be any 
Wiz dangerows in Dr. Crifp's Wri- 
is, is you believe there is, "he ex» 
s there uſed, tend to'tnſnare 
yy poople fo belizve them us ſound 
ard true. ' So that you can by no 
tears think, that theſe perſons 
hive acquitted themſelves from gi- 
ving too tnnch countenance to Dr. 
ps Opinions. And one of thoſe 
Wdſcribers hath fince 'ingermonſly 
enfeſſed, That this hn of Dy. Rebuke, p. 
Criſp's Sermons awakened ſore of the '* 
tore Zealows unrong the united Bre- 
Hhrer,to conſider of ſome proper — pag 
wot to obviate thegrowth of thoſe Errors. 
And this was the occafion of Mr. 
D. Wilija##s's publiſhing his Book 
called Goſpel "Toath $3. wherein 
fome of Dr. Criſp's pimons are con- 
fdered, &c. 1 Book ſaith the ſame 
f perſon, 
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erſon, to 'ſay #0 more, ingenouſly. | 16, 
canvs a, metbodized , the 

pai —_ qe d 

ought 1 can ſee,  aeftened, 

This Book cam forth at aſe vith 
the Atteftation of ſeveral of his Bre- 
thren, not merely as to the right fl. 
ting of Truths and Errors,but as 4 cop> 
Fderable ſervice tothe Church of Chrifh, 
end asameans for thereclaiming oft bo 1 
ho have been miſled into ſuch dange» 
ous Opinions, and for the eſtabliſhng 
thoſe that waver in' any of theſe Truths, 
Which.are the words of it. -. .... 
Mr. Williams declares in the be- 
ginning of his Preface, That he hud. 

been often ſolicited to this work by ſee ys 

ral of his Brethren, and. that he.wis WW, 
convinced, that the Revival of theſe 
Errors muſt make their Miniſtery uſer 
leſs, and Onity impoſſible. This. 
bears date, May 4. 1692. oY 
- But as the Author of the -Rebuke 

expreſſes it, p. 15. upon the coming 

forth of this Book, Szch a ſtorm 
Paſſwor, ſuch Indignation againſt the 
Author and his Book broke out, as had 
almoſt overſet the united Brethren 
with their Onion. The firſt pablih 
AQ, 
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\&, whereby aty diſcovered their 
, FX wasSa Paper delivered 


Big to the wited Brethrer, OS. 17. 
& Iibg2. Dporting 4 high and heavy 
an I tharge age _—— Author and his work, 
md ſubſcribed by fox, three whereof 
never entred Mp #0 the Union : s and 
now joyned in: accuſing him for 
i * Þ. 18. But i 7 wt 
ited Brethren looked upon theſe 
Accuſations either as frivolous, or 
weronr:ded ; for ſay they, They re- Anſwer to 
dtd as Mr. 'Williams's Words, what *< Report, 
the found quite.contraryto the Letter * 26 
ph expreſſzons. Upon this, one of 
* be Subſcribers, a warm Advocate 
* For Dr. Criſp (as he hath fince abun- 
@ War ly difovered himſelf) decla- 
we in a meeting of the anited Bre- 
| thren, That he would break of from 
their Orion, becauſe they had taken 
'- | 10 notice of the Paper 0 ObjeSions a= 
{dnſt Mr. Williams's Book. 
8 Which Paper is fince printed by Neezemies. 
| Þ the fame perſon; and to be ſure to + 4g 
* | fave it ſeen, both at the beginning * ? 
"= {| andend of one of his learned Trea- 
tiles againſt Mr. W. but with ſome 
ch But the only thing conſi- 
E .. derable 
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derable init, is, that, among all the || 
ven in, there jg 


Exceptions then 
not one word tendi 
of Socinianiſue again{t An 
we imagine theſe zealous Brethre 
" ſhould omit ſo material a charge, i 
they had-ſuſpeRed it, or have been 
ignorant. of it, -if there had b&n 
ground for it > So that it it.be'q 
juſt charge, it is a great Reproach 
upon thoſe who delivered in\theit 
RAS, and wholly left-it.ont. 
It 3s. true, they very prudently«g- 
{crve. to. themſelyes a liberty..ot- 
bringing in farther Exceptions let: 
wards: but it is not conceivalile; 
that they would have omitted this: 
if they had ſeen any ground or” 
it; becauſe it would have made” 
much more noiſe, as it hath done: 
lince, than any of thoſe uxgrounded 
Exceptions (as the united Brethren 
called them) which they delivered 
in. Wes 
But it is further obſervable, that 
ſome conſiderable time after this, 0: 
ther ways being found unſucceſsful, -N 
a perſon. was appointed (whom 1 
need not to name) to examine Mr. 
Williams 
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Fillizms Books, and to colle& out 


of them what Errors 'he could diſ- 


'- 
" -# 


ter. And accordingly a Paper 
was drawn up cf ObjeG:ons againſt 


= Mr. WV. which coming to Mr. H's 


and, be printed it, which occaſi- 
ned a ſhort Reply by Mr. W.. And 


here the Charge of S ocimianiſ;. 2 be- 
mn, which Mr. W. calls ſarderows 


Lis Anſwer to Mr. H's Letter, p. 7. 


0d makes this ſolemn Proteſtation ; 


hat He owned Chriſt's eternal Gene- 
hor as the Son of God, of. one .Eſ- 
mee with the Father : that he owned 
te DoFrine of SatisfaFion by the Suf- 


0s, 6; s F Chriſt in our ſtead ; and that 
62 Ws Offer 


1ams 


ings were Puniſhments ſatiſ- 


ory to Divine Fuſtice for our fins ; 
| that Chriſt was Y j0 Sacrifice,” and 


inſelf the Prieſt that offered it uport 
wth; that bis Obedience is properly 
Weritoriows of all our ſaving Benefits ; 
"Hd a proper Avniluys in his 

tath 


| "Now I appeal to your ſelf, whe- 


ther any perſon can in more proper 


nd effe&ual terms clear himſelf from 
the charge of Socinianiſr,. than he 
bath done in theſe words. I be- 


E 2 lieve 
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lieve you to be no Aztinomian, be- 
cauſe you have ſo expreſly declare d 


your ſelf to. be none; but not i T1] 


words which can fi nifie it more 
than theſe are aga1 mig. 
and why muſt I not in equal viſe ict 
and Charity believe him to be no 
Socinian 2 But if after all he may be 
A Socinian and not know it ; why 
may not others as well ſay, you | az 
bean Aztinomian, and not knowit?. 
You may ſay, That he uſes ſome Phre- 
ſes. and Expreſſions as they do but 
doth he'uſe them in their ſenſe? Its 
poſlible, I may think you may-ule 
ſome expreſſions, as the Aztwmany 
ans do; muſt I therefore think you 
*an Antinomian againſt your ex pres 
Declaration to the contrary 2. Why' 
ſhould not the ſame meaſure of } 
ſtice and Charity be.uſed to Mr. 
which you would think wg. 
inyour own Caſe? But of this more 
at large hereafter. That which I 
now obſerve is, that this charge of 
Sociniamſm. was (0 lately begun; al- 
though it hath been carried on with” 
ſo much noiſe and earneſtneſs fince. 
For in your Letter to Dr. a in 
| Q- 


[earl f CHRIST 5; 


Anſwer to Mr. Williams bis ſbort 
"| Vindication; you have theſe words. 
| Why did you make the intimation of Letter to 
| | Socinianiſin 2bvs publick 2 My", Df: Bates 
«0 | p.15.1695. 
rarefully concealed that part from the 
World; and it was my Reſolution to 
bave confined all Debates of it among 
wrſelves.. As to your inſtances, they 
multbeconfidered in their due place; 
bit you take no notice of his Prote- 
fation againſt Socenianiſue « which 3 
think you ought to have done. 
= The next thing fit to be obſerved 
$to this matter, is, that it appears 
by the Anſwer of the wnited Bre- 
thre to your Report, p. 3. that a 
Amber of the Brethren was appoint- 
ted to conſider the Obj&ions a- 
_ Mr. W's Book, who with the 
Objefors came to an Accommodati- 


! 


M in that affair, by a Subſcription 
to certain DoQrinal Propoſitions, 
wherein no notice 1s at all taken of 
theſe Phraſes, which ſo much 
weight is now laid upon; and there- 
In'is contained, ſay they, 4 promiſe 
. totherr utmoſt to avoid all appearance of 
"Ppoſetion to one another; and among 
thoſe Subſcribers your name appears, 


E 3 Þ. 5. 
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54 Of the Sufferings Part 11, Ipat | 
Þ+ 5: I hope, I may, upon this Ap. | 
peal, ask' you, whether at that time. 
you knew of this charge of Socinje. 

_ iſm to lie againſt Mr. W: or not 
If youdid not, yet you promiſed he» 
oppoſition as long as perſons (kept 

_ withinthe boundsof that agreement." 

if you did know it, the matt r. lies : 
harder upon. you. | For you #ebr« 
miſe no oppoſition, and yet think your: 
{elf at that time bound to oppoſe. 
But rather than charge youlwith- 
this, T believe this about Socinzumſee 
to. be a game ſtarted afterwardszup- 
on. a freſh Examination of his 

"9 
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Books. 4.8 
But in the mean time, whats 
done againſt the Artinomian Errors? 
For we are to -confider; - that not- 
withſtanding the expedient, theU- 
nion was ſoon broken, as the wnited 
Brethren (ay, and thoſe called congre- 
gational. Brethren held a diſtinJ. and 
ſeparate meeting, the very day\\ aud 
hour of the Week of their Aſſembling 
as united Brethren. To prevent-a 
total breach, z- the latter end of 1694, 
wage a number was appointed to treat with 
». 6. the diſſenting Brethren in order to. 
Sr "y Re-unon © 
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Ap- [tramion : and. they pretended no- 
ve” flting for their Separation,” but chat 


, 
OZ ons 


We. But to give ſatisfaction, - a 


nies | Bihere were erroneous perſons in the U- 


d no" Blew Paper of Propoſitions wasdrawn _ 


ept ip; on the one fide, againſt ſuch 
| Wcochny ſuſpeRted, and on the 


#Errors; and they tell us, That 
Wir ſelf, with three more were imploy- 
\ Bibinit 5 and that you were the perſon 
Webed por: to carry it to the diſſent- 
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tiey tell us withal, That this Paper 
we rejeted by them and no Anſwer 
kt them concerning it to that day. 
Eidthe Author of the: Rebuke faith, 
27. That no Satisfation could be 


V *O p. _ 35 . C2 _ 
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wild 220t comply in any one of the ſe- 
we Articles <tr 4 ad, ; pop 
thus the breach became beyond the uni- 
Bd Brethrens making up. And he 
ads,” That ſome of the chief of the diſ- 
ſanting Brethren did both from Preſs 
#d Pulpit diſſeminate ſuch horrid O- 
Iinions as filled all intelligent Perſons 
Wh equal Aſtoniſhment and indigna- 
box « a number of which he there 
| E4 ſets 


DS 
Ye 
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6.? 


+ Rather agazzeſt Criſpian and: Antinomi-- 


” Brethren, Jan. 7. 1694. + But 


Nained, they were inflexible; and 


P. 25. 
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. ſay, was concerted by one of their Bre- 


Of the Sufferings Part 11;\ 
ſets down, which are all Arntinomi-. 
an Doftrines. And the anited:Bye-: 


fre 
jb 
whic 


thren in their Anſwer repeat the ſame; ijek 


. 22. and offer toprove them from thei Wire 
Hooks of the aforeſaid Finns ; Pl I. 
great deal more, if not worſe of t EO d | 
ſort ;, By theſe things, ſay the united | i 
Brethren, its manifeſt what the dif- 
ference is about, though a noiſeihath 
been raiſed about things remote frith_ 
thetrue occaſion, that while we ſeemed 
to be only on the cxfeapoc part thei 

Errors might receive Countenante, as 

zf unoppoſed, and the Abettors thereof 

might leſs appear the cauſe of ow Di- 


_ Notwithſtanding all theſe Diſcoil 
ragements, they tell ns, That three 
Papers were drawn up in order t0an 


Ac C ommodation. The firſt Paper, they | 


thren, with ſome of the Diſſenters'; 
but it was unanimouſly agreed to belaid 
aſide, with a ſecond Paper, that had 
been brought to them by another Bre- 
ther ; but they appointed. ſex of their 
Brethren to draw up a Third Paper, 
which they, after ſeveral days confide-- 
ration, unanimouſly agreed to ſendun 

Fe * 
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It;" pare IT. of C HRIST. 
i=. | Letter to the diſſenting Brethren x 
re-) [which is (extent in their Anſwer to 
ne;\' I ife Report, p. ro. wherein they de- 


ther tare, That they come as near to them 
d a Nb they could with Truth and Freedom 
une. | from Ambiguity in points of ſo great 
ted || imcernment, and in a time, when ſo 
tif any are at work to propagate Criſ- 
ath —_ ard Antinomianiſm, p. 14. 
wn Þ The event of theſe Papers, as they 
ved © inform us, was, That the diſſenting 
ie I Brethren adhered tor4heir own Paper, 
'& I filed the Firſt, and refuſed theirs, 
reof © fecanſe (ſay they, p. 25.) this doth 
D- Il jovide ſore defence againſt ſome of 
»* Bt Errors which our difference is a- 
oil 8 owt. And after all, p. 27: they 


make this offer, That if the diſfſen- 

ting Brethren will declare with them 
Rl i# renouncing thoſe Antinomian Er- 
tors there ſet down, they would ſub- 
ſeribe with them to ſuch a ſenſe of the 
doubted expreſſions, as might give 
mines and to uſe their ve- 
+ Words and Phraſes explained in 
the Orthodox ſenſe. Which if they re- 
» | fuſe, '7t will' then appear, that it was 
& | wot” any difference in the DoFrines 

pretended by the Report, which "we 

| the 
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5$ of the Suferings Par on 0 
| the reaſon why they did not unite 0 | gt: 
but that the difſerentes are RepMep, 1 
their Zeal for the forenamed D; Wye. jnl 
which they think Fo be very 6 err tour gut 
ous. 
Thus I have ſhewed withas a 
and- convincing Evidence" as Bo 
Papers would afford, what was 
true occaſion of the difference; a 
what it is which keeps it up. ++ 
E muſt not now paſs over: what. 
you have ſaid for the clearingithe; 
diffenting Brethren from countenatts' 
cing Antinomianiſm. And it is:iv 
your Obſervations on the firſtiPas. 
per, called Remarks, p. 9. whe 
you ſay, that the publiſhing. his 
Paper clears the Congregational Bris 
_ from Antinomianiſur. It was 
ry good ſervice to them if it be” 
fr ſotode. But I think] have 
ſome reaſons to doubt it. "ob 
For, (1.) Why are not the Anti | 
20miarn Errors, which you; look on: 
as dangerous, plainly and expreſly| 
condemned in it? You' knew very 
well, that they infiſted upon thisbe- 
fore, and your felf carried a Paper 
tO 
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# zi\ io that purpoſe z to which no man- 
ms . " | ſatisfaQion' was given ; but 
'Tiaſtead of it, they went of preach- 
ay. Cuch Opinions which they ac- 
inted horrid, ſcandalous and de- 
ive to their Miniſtery. Eithey: 
this: Accuſation'was true or not. If 
j6t;. thoſe Brethren ought to haye 
ef! required in common Juſtice to 
take good their charge, by a folemn 
Kerting on both fides.” But this 
ms never called for ; and therefore 
aaſpicion of guilt muſt remain on 
te Party accuſed, when they refuſe 
winaks their defence before compe- 
tt'Judges, and upon fair notice of 
zmatters they intended toproceed 
bon. "This was ſufficiently intima- 
ed in the ſeven Propoſitions, Far. 
144694, and more fully ex preſſed 
n the Vote of the united Brettiren, 
(pt. 15. 1695. Where they ſet 
dwn diſtin&ly the Errors they had 
lle&ed ont of their Books, and of- 
rd to prove*them by Book and 
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Iy; | Mige, when it ſhould be called for. 
ry. || The Author of the Rebxte calls them 
&- diinable Do@rines, Þ. 25. and 
er ith he will give 4 [:ttle taft of ſome 
to few 
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Of the Sufferings Part1L|} 
few of them > and cautions the Rew'Þ; 4 


ders to ;mplore the.) ſpecial Grate '< Ih io 


God to fortifie them elves with' tha f 1 
Antidote, lea of this little taft ould (®* 
prove their Bane and Poiſon. * Ang 
ghis [:#tle taft amounts to + Net i 
one of which is renounced meced in. this 
firſt Paper, which you ſay, ' doth 
clear the Congregational Brethren fig 
Antinomianiſm. 1 do think they had 
great reaſon to inſiſt upon a'plain 
and dire& renouncing thoſe Ertors;: 
if they believed thoſe Accuſations 
true; i if they did not, they:did 
very ill to oubliſh them. For'this 
muſt fill the Srl with ſuch Teal 
ſies of them, as they can never 
Cleared from, but either by their 
renouncing the Errors, or the &- 
thers 'recouncing the  Accuſation: 
And I am of Opinion, that neither 
the firſt, nor the third P er Of 
give any-reafonable Satisfation '9 
to this matter, without a renoun- 
cing the Antinomian DoXrines. For 
the Accuſation isnow made publick 
and the Nation is concerned as ti 
the diſhonour done to Religion by 
them. Butthe united Brethren ny 
bl 
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*© much more reaſon to infiſt tilt up- 
T Fia.it, becauſe+ ini that which you 
*- fall the healing Paper, (Rep. p. 14. 
; } N ; ark, Þ» 6.) Mr. W. IS required 
as: Who grove Satisfaion, not only as to the 
+: DoFrine: of Juſtification, and change 
*» Perſons, $&c. but about any thing 
tle; that.any Brother excepts againſt 
w.the reſt of his Writings. Now 
this ſeems to me very hard and un- . 
eual-meaſure, that the one muſt be 
required to give ſuch a fatisfation 
2 15 hardly poſſible to be given, to 
he knows not- whow, nor in what 
#72er ; and on the other fide, when 
te whole Body of the united | Bre- 
thren defire ſatisfaction in Do&rines 
of ſuch importance, none in effe& 
$thought fit to be given them. This 
tome looks like a kind of Inequality 
nd Superiority, which the d:ſſez- 
ting Brethren challenge over the U- 
wed : I do not mean in a legal Ju- 
iſdiQion, but in that which is worſe, 
\which is Will and Pleafure. And I 
"think thoſe very eaſie Brethren who 
Jubmitted to the rſt Paper ; which 
yas after rejeaed at the Meeting of 
_ their Body: but it ſeems although 


nine 
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of the Sufferings Par In | 
nine of them did it in ſeveral mans. |.# 


ners; yet the Diſſenting Brethren Wi 
 gavea very cold and indifferent Ap. |: 
probation of it z not as a foundati. | Las 


on of Re-union; : but only, that 


are glad to find ſo good an agreement, % 


as that Paper doth expreſs. : 

being *xraety in ſuch IL 

was juſt none at all ; as will aj a 

by the next Reaſon. Which i Wo? 
2. That there is no ſuch renoup: 
cing the Aztinomian Errors in it, 

but thoſe who hold ſome of the |® 
 groſſeſt of them may com pls "I 
them in'it. "0 


in ſome of thoſe which the = 
Brethren charge the others ' with 
preaching and publiſhing. As,” 
_ © x. That Pardonis rather the col- 
dition of Faith, and much more; 
ving a cauſal influence thereula | 
than Faith and Repentance are of 
Pardon. T 
2. That fin it ſelf, as op ofos t/ 
guilt, 1s laid ' upon Chriſt 
Chriſt was reputed a Crinihck not 
only by Man but by God. 


3 That ' 


far Il, of: CHRIST. 
- - [4.3 That the DoQtrine of Juſtifica- 
ww. "A before Faith is not an Error, 
"Jt 2 great and glorious Truth; 
*E" 8 and therefore we believe, that we 
M1 wy be juſtified declaratively. 
4 fe with Chriſt is before 


of the Spirit by Vertue of that 
nion, there-is a compleat Union 
mth Chriſt before the Ad of Faith. 
+5. It's a great Truth that God ſees 
n0fin in a Believer ; and fin can do 
to real hurt to a Believer ; God is 
wt difpleaſed with his People, and 
Knot angry with the perſons of Be- 
vers for their ſins. | 
+6. Believers are as righteous as 
drift,” not in a way of Similitude 
but Ec quality. 
The ſe are. the expreſs Words 
alichare charged by the united Bre- 
thren, Anſw. to the Reply, p. 12, 13, 
” And1 think the Fundamentals 
of -Antinomicniſe are contained-in 
tm ; let. " now ſce yas far theſe 
np ue Geared y the fir er. 
_ 221. It is: faid, Ty Aeakioration, 
A Repertance towards God, Faith in 
Ur Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and hol 'y Con- 


| dx verſation 


fa, at leaſt Nature, and we par- 
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werſation are by God's expreſs word. Cor 
manifeſtly neceſſary to the' Salvation | 
of « Sinner, &c. But this dothby | 
no tneans reach to the Artinomian 
Do#rine; which is notthat theſe are. 
not. neceflary to Salvation, as the 
Scripture hath declared God's pat: Þl 14 
poſe to work theſe things in thoſe || © 
he deſigns for Salvation; but that | ® 
theſe are not made any conditions of il ** 
the new Covenant on our part inor- 
der to our obtaining Juſtification 
and Salvation. | "Ni 
Dr.. Criſþ doth ſeem to exclude 
the neceſſity of our Obedience'in 
order to Salvation, when he faith, 
Oriſp's It 3s a received Conceit among many 
nn ol Perſons, that our Obedience is the way 
Edit to Heaven; but I muſt tell you, 
that all this Sandification of 6, is 

20 a jot the way of that juſtified Per- 

ſon to Heaven. But we mult take his 

whole ſenſe together. For he ſaith, 
however, That SanGification of Life 
3s ax inſeparable Companion with the 
Juſtification of a perſon by the free 

Grace of Chriſt. And what is anin- 
ſeparable Concomitant in a perſon 
to be ſaved, is neceſſary by way of 


Con- 
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rd | Connexion toSalvation. He faith 
| indeed, that Salvation is not the end 
+ | there are other ends of good works; as 
| the manifeſtation of our Obedience and 
the || SjeFron, the ſetting forth of the 
fraiſe of the glory of God's Grace ;, the 


be. 


of | doing good to others, to be profitable to 


that iN 25 hich, he ſaith, are the ſpeci- 
rof Terds that Obedience is ordained for, 
or.  Moation being ſettled firm before. 


Here we ſee, that Obedience and 
wod Works are made neceflary as 
(amcomitants to Salvation, but not 
gneceflary - conditions in order to 
i; but for other ends, as Gratitude 
and Uſefulneſs to the World." In 
ivy © other place, he ſaith, That with- 
F bln to good or evil, the Lord 
ir NN 4th everlaſtingly eſtabliſhed all that 
| ever he meant to do. And there are 


ith; I J0#rs that ye any alteration at all 
Life i the Lord, at all to croſs what « he 
th IN *#h written, to put in what he hath 
fre I ft out + the Lord doth nothing to his 
Piid People upon conditions mn. his people, 
ſon | © if he did refer himſelf ſtill to thoſe 
r of }| fonditions, and did ſuſpend what he 
: Þ 


meant 
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P. 1532: 


P. 14183, Sermons he ſaith,:'That God him l | 


3232. 
F334 


pereeine hw then mad carey. hee. Na 
ſelves to him. - But what: then, arp th 


femply with an eye fo glorifie Gor q &y 


meant to;do to. his peg 
MOWIAH carry; the 


of . has People, that 15 already: firmly 
eſtabliſhed 5, nothing... with. an, gp 
10. ther . 072 advantage, that bein; 


\ 


HH | 


already: perfe@ly rompleated. to they : 


hands. before they do. any 1ing, be 
And. to 


to ſerve their Generation. 


the ſame purpoſe he ſpeaks.in other | 


places. \ In - one of .the addi 


hath inſeparably.jo ned Salvation and 
a holy Life, and. hath promiſed the one 
as well. as the other. So that Dreby 
himſelf could have ſubſcribed your 
third\ Paper in the words you have 
drawn up; and have been glad, as 0- 
thers were, that you were ſo far 4 
greed, _ = _ 
- But. wherein then. lies the diffe- 
rence? Dr. Criſp utterly denies, that 
in the new. Covenant thereare any 
conditions on our part. Mark what 


#.81,86,T ſay, faith he, I ſay the new: Cove 


155, 433- 


nant is withoit any condition whatſo- 
ever 


of the Sufferings, Bang 1, | Þ 


out. to prove, and after faith, 
that 712 way, of condition of. the Cove- 
unt ye muſk do nothing. But he ob- 

ts conditions - or no conditions 
omething muſt be done ;, 1+ 7s true, 
ith he, by way of conſequence, that 
after we are in Covenant with God, he 
pill beſtow theſe things upon ws as 
inits and effets of that Covenant : but 
#5 not true, by way of Antecedence, 
to I that God doth. require theſe things at 
ther i av hands before we-ſball be partakers 
20A) fs Covenant. Again he objects, 
F all lies on God's Þare, and man 
maſt do nothing, . then all -his life- 
time he may. do what he lift. He 
anſwers, ou muſt make a difference 
hetweer doing any thing: 11 reference 
to. the Covenant, as the condition 
thereof; and in doing ſomething in 
reference to ſervice and. duty, to that 
Tod, who freely enters into Covenant 


eo 


iffe- with you. IT ſay. only that in way of 


that I] condition. of the Covenant. you muſt 
any I 4 nothing. But is there no obliga- 
phat I tion on man's part to perform ſome 


atſo- | Covenant? No; he faith expreſly, 
ever 1... F' 2 1hat 
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ove- || conditions as to the benefits of the - 


P. 81, 
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p. 8:. That the whole performance of the C: 


venaht, lies only upon God himfel 
and that there is not one Bond unjſel, 


Covenant, or partaking in the benefits 
of the Covenant. This ſeems to he 
ſtrange, Dodrine z but he goes far- 
ther, and denies ever Faith it ſelf 
be the condition of the Covenant. | 


P. 84. 


lieves ſhall be ſaved, and he that be 
lieves not ſhall be damned.. But he 
anſwers, that "there 7s no perſon ſhall 
be ſaved, till he have believed. This 
I grant ; jt this will. not make Faith 
the condition of the Covenant. Fi 
then the Covenant would depend upon 
a work: * For our a of believing is 4 
work. And in another place he 
faith, that it 3s a bringing back aCt- 
venant of works to believers, to ſay, 
that it ſhall fare well or ill with them, 
as they can obey, or.as they do diſobey 
the Lord God. Here we ſee that he 
makes conditions on our part. to be 
no'leſs than making void the Coye- 
nant of Grace, and ſetting up the 
Covenant of Works. 


P1583. 


. And 


0f the Sufferings Part IT, ] 


ligation on man to the fulfilling of the 


objefts that it is ſaid, that he that be. . 
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And i is this part of Dr. Criſp's Do- 
arine diſowned or renounced by 
thoſe who are called diſſenting Bre- 
the Jt thre» 2 So far from it, that one of 
fits E them hath ſet bimſelf to defend it : 


be and he lays down this Aﬀſertion, That > _ 
&@ | gether Faith, nor any other gracions oy - hf 
= BE arfications are federal conditions or 


ditions of the Covenant of Grace. 
Ind this man's name 1s among the 
Wbſcribers of the firſt Paper, by 
which we may judge how it was un- 
derſtood by them. The force of 
all his Kinkins {uch as they are, 1s 
built on this Suppoſition, That all 
ftderal conditions are meritorious, and 
make the reward of Debt and not of 
Grace; and then there 1s no diffe- 
rence betweer a Covenant of Works and 
if Grace. From hence he faith, 
that Chriſt is the ſole condition of P. 133. 
the Covenant of Grace : and that it's 
urpoſſible any thing elſe ſhauld be the 
tndition oft. 
"' But by condition he. means the 
Wendaith for ſaith he, rothing 
elſe can onal #5 to (Zod in bearin 
the fir and curſe. But this 'is far e- 
Fa nough from being the true ſtate of 
" F 3 the 
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the queſtion; which doth not relate 
to the fundamental condition of the 
Covenant of Grace it- ſelf; but to 
the manner of the Communication 


of the benefits of it to us. And one 


would think it were eaſie for men to 
conſider the.*difference between's' 
condition of Purchaſe, and a condj- 
tion of Poſſeſſion, the Purchaſe he- 

ing paid. Will any man ſay, that. 


there can be no condition of Poſſeſ- 


fion, but it muſt have the price of 
thePurchaſe in it? The ſole queſtj- 
on in this caſe, is not, whether by 
any conditions on our part, we can 
merit pardon of fin or eternal lie, 
or increaſe of Grace ? For we utter- 
ly renounce all ſuch DoGrines as are 
repugnant to the deſign and grace of 
the Goſpel ; but whether Chriſt, 
who alone hath purchaſed Redem- 


- Ption for us, hath not required ſome 


conditions on our parts to fit us for 
the Participation of the benefits of 
this Redemption ? And the Coye- 
nant of Grace being founded in the 
Satisfaftion of Chriſt, the conditr 
ons on our part can be no other 
than conditions of Intereft, Receptr 
| oft, 
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Jakks 67, or Participation of the ſaid Cove- 
; P 04 _ Buteven theſe are dented/by 

© I Df: Criſp + forhe will not allow fo 
much as fitneſs 'on our fide ; aS'ap- 
« | pears by-theſe remarkable words/ of 


ther into Communion with himſelf, 
and afterwards fits them for ſuch 
Communion, as he would have them ; 
but before-hand there is no fitneſs ; 
ſuppoſe what fitneſc-y0u will in expe- 
ing of the Grant, I ſay, in expeFing 
the grant of Chriſt, fitneſs or not . fit- 


meſs is all one. 


the reward to be of Debt upon the 
' performance of them, and conſe- 
quently imply ſomething of er? 
Q Corgruity, although there be no 
naignity in them ? | 
I anſwer, that where there is any 
true merit, which makes the reward 
of Debt, there is, as St. Paul faith, 
a foundation of Boaſting ; 1. ce. a 
right to challenge thereward as due 
on the account of the performance. 
But where only a fitneſs is required, 


o 


LIMI . 1994 


| But do not all conditions ſuppoſe 


F 4 and 


MN 


his. Chriſt looks not for fitneſs, but Serm. p. 


people may be capable of Communion 208, 
with him without fitneſs ; he takes - 


M the Sufferings wt Pai 


and that fitneſs depending upon di- 
vine ance, and the reward-infi- 


nitely beyond the Performance , 
thee | is5not the leaſt colour for me- 
rit, or for any ground of Boaſting, 


tH. 


 di- 
nfi- 
be 
me- 


Yo 
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CHAP, 4I. 


The Myſtery of Antinomianiſm 


| laid opens 


UT concerning this whole mat- 
B ter, it may be ſaid, That as long 
& both Parties are agreed, that there is 
aneceſſary Connexion between Holineſs 
ad appineſs ; and that there are re- 
lative conditions 07 our parts required, 
dthough not federal ; all the reſt ſeems 
fo be a diſpute about. words, and ſo a- 
wy reaſonable terms of Accommodation 


"Nl wght to be accepted. 


To which TI anſwer, That if there 
had been no more in the Contro- 
verfie than what is contained in 
thoſe terms, it might have been 
fairly and eafily accommodated ; 
but I am of opinion, that there is a 
greater Myſtery in - Antinomianiſn 


FJ than this; which oughtto be laid 0- 


pen to prevent the Miſchief of it. 
For all this Diſpute about conditi- 
ons on our part depends upon ano- 
ther, and if that hold, this muſt fol- 


low 


E 


Report, p. 
13. Rem. 
p.I1. 
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low as the conſequence of it ; ang. 


ſeveral other things which Dr: Criſp 
ſaw very well had a neceſfary Con. 
nexion with each other ;. and like\; 


fair dealer 1g.Controyerlie, owned. 


them all. 
I come therefore to the next thin 
in the firſt Paper ,, which you ay, 


clears the diſſenting Brethren from the 
charge. of Antinoitianilin.” Yol 
words are, That touching a change if 
Perſons between Chriſt and Believer, 
there is no phyſical change, whey, 


Chriſt "41d Believers do 7 ſublane 


become one another or axoral change 


| whereby Chriſt ſhoul A become inherent- 


ly frnfull, and Believers thereby be- 
come immediately innocent and ſuleſs; 


but the change is only in a legal. ſenſe 


Chrift, by, conſent between the Father 


and him, putting on the perſon, and 
coming .into the room and ſtead, of fin- 
mers. Now I ſhall make it appear, 
that you have not hereih difowned 
Dr. Criſp's ſenſe of the change of Per- 
ſous, from whence his other Do- 


"Arines follow. 


To make this ont, T. fhall prove, 


fuch a 


that Dr. Criſp did not affert 
TOR change 


UM] - 
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fe 
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oy 


| change from whence it followed, 


that Chriſt was 1ntherently ſinful. 
In WA Baitily P. 10. he hath 
theſe words, Ir one word, beloved, 


Þ miſtake me not ;, I amfar from think- 


me any Believer is: freed from ats of 
$f (1.e. from fl: 12M an Anal 
Tranſereſſor) but he 3s freed only from 
the change of Sin, All hjs-ſins are charg- 
ed upon Chriſt, he being ſim for him: 
yet Chriſt 3s not an aFual Sinner, but 
Ubriſt 3s all the Sinners in the World 
by Imputation. By Imputation he 
means areal Tranſation, as will ap- 
pear afterwards. Again, p. 267. Be- 
loved, miſtake me not, 1 ſay not that 
ever Chriſt was or could be the Aﬀqr 
or Committer of any Tranſgreſſion, for 
be never committed any fin hintſelf. 
Not that he was the Aor of any Tranſ- 
grejion : And more fully, P. 283. 
'fay, here is a Real AF, God: doth 
really paſs over. Sin. upon him, flill 


beeping this faſt, that Chriſt aFed no 
Sin ; ſo that in reſpe& of the Ai not 
one Sin of the Believer is os . 


but 112 reſpect of Tranſereſſun. 
fing Ac 


counts fr 


; \ 


J 
HR YE- 


ſpbe@ 4 Conveyance, in reſpe# of paſ- 
on one Head to ano- 
ther, 


'P. 258. 
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ther, in reſpe@ of that there is 
Reality of making of Chriſt to be 
S;r., So that when you deny Chriſt 


to have been inherently ſorfull,. you N! D . 
ſay no more than Dr. Criſp him- "| I 


ſelf hath done: for he could not he 
1herently ſinfull, unleſs he were an 
aFual ſinner. But we muſt" obſerye, 
that although hedenies this, yet he 
affirms, 'That Chriſt was as really the 


 Tranſgreſſor, as the perſon that dill 


cormit the ſin ; or as if himſelf had 
aFtyally committed Tranſereſſion.Now 
I would fain know, why thoſe words, 
inherently ſinfull were put} in, 1n- 
ſtead of being as really a Tranſereſ- 
ſor ; unleſs it were to do Dr. C. and 
tis Friends a kindneſs. For when 
in your Appeal you diſown the 


Principles of Antinomianiſm, P.. 8. 


you ſay, That you rejeF the opinion 
of thoſe who hold, That upon tran 
ferring the guilt of our ſins upon Chriſt, 
he 1s to be eſteemed the perſon that com- 
mitted all the fins of thoſe for whom 
he died; or that the turpitude and 
filth of our ſens was transferred upon 
him, which is a Notion equally falſe, 
blaſphemous and impoſſible. This 1s 

as 


UMI - 
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3s mach as can be expected, ſappo- 
ins that you mean, that he wasnet- 


TI, 


e&r the aFual Tranigreſſor, which 


[ Dr. C. denies, nor, that he had the 
_ | perſonal Guilt of our ſins upon him; 


which Dr. C. did aſſert, and built his 
whole Typothefi upon it ; as I ſhall 
now make it plain. Ts 

* This ſeems to be-a great Myſtery; 
but it is really the foundation of 
Intinomianiſm, viz. That Chriſt had 
the perſonal guilt of our Tranſgreſſuon s 


LIMI . 19094 


tharged upon him, and ſo.che was as 


fnfull as we, and that by his diſcharge 


of it the guilt of their ſins is removed 


ſo them: and ſo no longer chargea- 


We upon them ; and by their change of 


Perſon with Chriſt, they become as com- 


pleatly righteous as he. Dr.Criſp himſelf 
calls it a Myſtery, and well he might. 
Beloved, ſaith he, here is a ſtrange 
Myſtery ; the world will not recerve 
it, unleſs they recerve this Principle 
we are 10w upon, namely, That the In- 
quity it ſelf of his people is laid upon 
he Bk if Pp = By Tut: 
ty it ſelf, he ſaith, he means the fault 
of the Tranſereſſion it ſelf. P. 250. If 
.thou haſt part in the Lord Chriſt, all 
theſe 
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theſe Tranſereſſions of thine become a 
Fally the Tranſereſſions . Chriſt, th 
and. ſo ceaſe tobe thine, and thou' rez- (YC. 
feſt to be a Tranſgreſſor from that. ting || th 
they.were laid upon Chriſt, to the' lo 
haur of thy Life. 1b. So that now thay 
art not an Idolater, &c. Rechkonwhat 
fin ſoever your commit, when as you 
have part in Chrift, you are al H 
Chriſt was, Chrift is all that you mere, 
—— Mark. it well ; Chriſt banks | W77 
220t ſo compleatly r obteons, but we are gre 
as righteous as he was ;, nor we ſo O in 
ou A ſinfull, but Chriſt became, fl Bu 
being mae fin, as compleatly f full Nl he 
as we: nay more, the righteouſneſs | an 
that Chriſt hath with the Euher% 2M þ- 

are the {ove riehteouſueſs, for we*®ae || P, 
made the righteouſneſs of God: \that iſ ni 
very ſenfulneſs that we were, Chriſti 
ade that very frafulneſs before (rod. Þ to 
Jo that here is a dired change, Chrif v7 
takes our perſon. and condition, "and | pl 
ſtands in our ſtead ; we take C briſf fi 
perſon and condition, and ſtand in hu Nl # 
ſtead, Theſe are his own words, |” 
and contain in them the very four- I} t! 
dation of Antinonianiſn A . 87 


\ 


But | 
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- But my buſineſs at preſent is about 


/tz | the transferring.our very faults upon 


riſt, which he calls, #he guilt of 


the fa#, and not.the mere guilt of 


Puniſhment. Many men, | ſaith he, 
p. 266. are ready. to think, that the 
grile. (ſuch as they call guilt ) and the 
puniſhment of ſin lay upon Chriſt in- 
deed, but. frmply the very faults that 
mer commt," that is, that the Tranſ- 
oraſſron it felf. zs become. the... Tranſ- 
greſſrors of Chriſt zs ſomewhat harſh. Yes 
indeed it-1s, and more than ſomewhat. 
But let us ſee how he proves it ; and 
he undertakes to do it by Scripture 
and Reaſo, But the nuſchief of it 
xs, that in. the one he argues like a 
Papift, and in the.other like a Soci- 
mia. | 
Firſt, he ſaith, he will endeavour 
toclear it by manifeſt Scripture, that 
fmply, withaut any Equivocation, ſim- 
th, 1 ſay, Iniquity it ſelf not in any 
figure, but plainly ſin it ſelf was laid 
#072 Chriſt. | ; | 
 Jome have beey ready to conceivd, 
that Iniquity in the Text is ſpoken fi- 
grratively; Iniquity, that is the pu- 
mſhment of Iniquity was laid pon Ja 
u 


© Of the Sufferings Part Il, far 
Juſt as. P roteſtants, when they are ( 
told, this is my body 1s.1n the Text, | hs 
ſay, it is to be figutatively under«f| f M 
ſtood, . But ſee, ſaith he, how cares (;;y 
full the Spirit of God is, to take away. fr 
all . ſuſpicion of figure in the Text, ' | 
there 1s iniquity, Trenſereſſion and || ;,. 
Sin. And it is ſtrange, that all-thoſe 
three expreſſiorts ſhould -ſtill be under. 
food of puniſhment, and not fingl 
of ſon 1t ſelf without any fire Not 
one jot. ſtranger, than that, this 37 
»:y body, ſhould be figuratively un- 
derſtood, when the literal ſenſe js 
neither agreeable to Scripture 'nor 
Reaſon. Th 1 

For the Objeion about guilt, tha 
the Lord lays the guilt and puniſh- 
ment, and not ſimply the ſin it ſelf fat 
ought that I can ſee, ſaith he, 3t 1s « 
ſimple ObjeFion. So do the Papiſts ly 
ſay, as to our Objections againſt I vg, 
Tranſubſtantiation,that they arejim- I p, 
ple ObjeFions taken from carnal rea+ Þ| g, 
ſon ; but we ought'to ſubmit to the" ,, 
plain Letter of Scripture. _ * 

But how 1s this ple ObjeFion att: I jp 
ſwerd ? 


(1,) That 


I TNAT = 


part IT. of CHRIST. $1 
re | (1.) That the Scripture doth not 
MN nention the gnilt of fin as diſtin® 

cI*'G for ſir 3t ſelf, and Chriſt is ever 

TB 6d to bear the guilt of fin, but tobear 


And is this a wiſe Anſwer to the 
ſimple ObjeFion 2 When every one 
that 1s converſant in_the Idiom of 
{ripture, kriows that the ſame word 
goften uſed for the fin and the pu- 
mſhment of it 4 and the beſt Inter- 
freters cannot tell ſometimes which 
t> render the original word by. 
Why then may not Chriſt be ſaid to 
tear our S725, when he bears the Pu- 
mhment of them? But Puniſhment 
itnot Guilt, Butit 1s ſuch a Conſe- 

"= {quence of Grilz, that therefore one 
J® 8 often taken for the other. But to 
J hy, that he had the Guilt laid upors 
"fl bi and not the ſin, is to contraditt 
Jeripture. How can that be, if the 
Puniſhment and the Sin be of the 

ame importance, when Chriſt is ſaid 

to bear Sin? But the Puniſhment 

weſt then have relation tothe Sin as 114 


the ſante Perſon. 


03-. To 
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To anſwer this diſtinly and || +. 
clearly, I ſay, that there are three. q 
ways our $ins may be ſaid tohavea || ;. 
relation to Chriſt's Sufferings, as a. 7 
Puniſhment for them. 7 , 

(1.) Asa mere external impulſes: 


cauſe, which being conſidered alone, = 
amounts to no more than an occaſi- Þl 

onal Cauſe; and gives no proper p” 
Reaſon for Puniſhment : and fo far " 


the Socimans will go. 4 

(2.) As this 7mpulſive. cauſe be- Wl 7. 
comes meritorious by the voluntary 
a&t of Chriſt's undertaking to fatif- Fl | 
fie Divine Juſtice for our Sins, by 


making himſelf a Sacrifice of Atone- 3 
ment for them. But ſtill they are 4 
conſidered as our S7ns ; and not ,. 
his own; any farther, than thatby Wl, 
his conſent he took upon himſelf I; 
to bear that guilt which relates to' 7 


Puniſhment ; and ſo they cometo h 
be juſtly charged upon him. 

(3.) As the perſonal Guilt of our 
Sins is ſaid by Dr. Criſp, to betran- I) 
ferred on Chriſt; the fault of our 
Tranſgrejſuons themſelves, ſaith he,is Y v 
ſaid to be upon him : ſo that in rJpet. 

$f”. 
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if the reality of being a Tranſgreſſor, 
lbriſt 1s as really the Tranſgreſſor, as 


| the perſon that did commit the ſin was 


4 Tranſgreſſor before Chriſt took the 
Tranſgreſſron upon him. Theſe ate 
his own words, and leaſt any ſhould 
niſtake him ina point of ſuch con- 
ſequence he repeats them z Ard this 
i of God's laying them upon hint 
makes Chriſt as really a Tranſgreſſor, 
ws if he himſelf had aFually committed 
Tranſgreſſion. And again, Chriſt by 
this TranſaFion and laying on. of ſin, 
doth now become or did become when 
they were laid, as really and truly the 
jerſorr that had all theſe ſins, as thoſe 
men who did commit them really and 
truly had theme themſelves. In ano- 
ther place, The Lord hath laid this 
mquity upon him, he makes a real 
TranſaFion, Chriſt ſtands as very a 
ſmner in God's eyes, as the Reprobate, 
though not as the AFor of theſe Tranſ- 
Golfons: get as he was the Surety, 
the Debt became as really his, as it 


was the Principals before it becanre the 


Iureties. 


C2 But 


$3 


P, 267: 


P. 281; 


P. 358. 
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But do not theſe words explain the 
reſt, and that he doth not ſpeak of for 
bro 


"5 
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as a phyſical a ;, for he denies 
to Fi ind an atual Tranſareſſor , 
but only in a moral Senſe, that he did 
bear our Sins by Imputation 2 | 
To this b anſwer, (1.) That he 
. Utterly denies the ſenſe of Imputati- 
P.-$0.191, 07, AS 1t iS oppoſed to a real Frank. 
286. adtion; andfaith, it ſuppoſes a mi- 
ſtake in God to eſteem of things o- 
therwiſe than really they are; and 
that there isnot one paflage of Scri- 
pture, which ſpeaks of imputing 
our ſins to Chriſt. But it the word 
be allowed, he faith, z#t hath reference 
to the truth and reality of the thing, 
as Lew-17. 4. I Sam. 22. I5. Be- 
P. 28:, ſides, he ſaith, That God bath ng 6 
ther thoughts of things than as they 
, are, he himſelf doth either make or di- 
poſe of things. So doth he eſteem.and 
think: of things, and conſequently" of 
fin. If he ſay, he doth lay or hathlaid. 
Iniquity. upon Chriſt, and that he hath 
diſcharged the Believer from all: Ini» © 
quity, certainly God doth ſuppoſe and 
eſteem things to be thus as he hath dif- 
poſed of theme. (2.) He 
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(2.) He doth affert ſuch a laying 
4niquity upon Chrift, 'from whence 
the immediate Diſcharge follows as 
to the actual Sinner, who hath any 
ſhare in him. So that the Tranſſa- 
tion is ſuch as from that time no a- 
ual Tranſgreffion lies upon him : 
and he ceaſes to be a Tranſgreflor, 
and his fins are no longer his but 
- | Chriſt's, as appears from his words. 
3 0- His meaning then , is, that there is 
nd I fuch a real Tranſlation of the guilt 
cri> WW of fin upon Chriſt, that no kind of 
ing EF guilt doth from thence forward re- 
ord © main as to the aftual Tranſgreflor. 
wee I And fo there can be no Remiſſion 
ws I of Sins, nor Juſtification afterwards; 
Be- £ to condition in order to Pardon 
9-0- Il nocharging Sin upon Believers; no 
hey I true Faith but believing that their 
di- I Sins are already forgiven, &c. And 
md I if theſe things do not ſubvert the 
"of || whole Order and Deſign of the Go- 
aid I ſpe, it is hard to contrive a Scheme 
ath © of Dof&rines which doth it, and yet 
is Þ retain the Profeſſion of it. But 
wwd Þ} theſe are Dr. Criſp's words in ano- 
4iſ- Þ ther place; All #he Weight, all the 
He G 3 Burden, 


8 
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P. 298. 


P. 272. 


Chriſt, but not the Sin, is to ſay the 
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Burden, all the very Sinit ſelf is la;d 
por Chriſt, and that laying of it up- 
on him is a full diſcharge and general 
releaſe and acquittance unto thee , 
that there is not any one ſin now to be 
charged upon thee. So that a full 
Diſcharge is the immediate conſe- 
quence of laying our fins upox 
Chrilt. p 
( 2.) He anſwers about Guilt, 
That it is not an Obligation to Puniſh. 
ment,. but that it Relates tothe Fa, | 
as when a MalefaFor pleads Guilty or 
ot Guilty ;, the meaning is, whether 
the Fa was done by him or not. And 
therefore to ſay the Guilt is laid upon 


Sin is laid upon Chriſt, and Sin is not 
laid upon Chriſt, which is a contra- 


difFion. an 

In anſwer to this, it will be ne- 4 
ceflary to clear this matter about - I to 
Guilt ;, for a great deal depends up- | tt 
on it, both asto-the Antinomian and I pi 
Socinian Controverſies. tl 


In every At ofSin there is a two-. || rt 


fold Guilt to be conſidered. 
T. The 
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of CHRIST. 
1. The Guilt of the FaF, as it is 
: Tranſgreſſion of the Law. 


2. A Guilt conſequent upon the 


Fi, by virtue of the Sanction of 
the "For For although the Deſert 
of Puniſhment naturally follows the 
Fat ; yet the Obligation to it 
comes not from the Sinners A&, but 
from the will of the Lawgiver ; who 
by the Law binds the Sinner to Pu- 
nſhment: So that this ſort of Guilt 


J depends upon the Law, as the other 


dd upon the FaCt. 

bee it is of great conſequence 
for us to conſider, how far Guilt is 
ſeparable from the Aﬀt of Sin ; and 
ſo whether it be poſlible for the 
Actual Guilt of the Fact to be 
transferred from the Tranſgrefſor 
and if it be not, there is no more 
ws for Dr. Cr's H [ypotheſis than 


for Tranſubſtantiation. For both have 


the aw mW Scripture, as they ſup- 
poſe ; and if one be no more poſhble 
than the other, we ſhall find as little 
reaſon to embrace one as the other. 
As to the Ad of Sin,” theſe things 
are inſeparable from it. 
G 4 


I. The 
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1. The Gwilt of the Fa#. For he Wis 
that hath been an Actual Tranſsreſ. Uhi 


| verbe made by any power whatſoe- 


\ 


» 
. 


: 


ſor, can never be made not to have 
been ſo: For what is paſt, can ne- 


ver not to have been: and fo the 
guilt of the fa& muſt remain upon. 
the perſon that committed it. , It 
may. be ſaid, That this holds only as 
to the phyſical aF, and not as tothe . 
oral Obliquity of it, But the coms 
mitting of- the fact with the moral 
circumſtances of it, was a perſoud 
aZ; and how then can one be tran(- 
ferred more than the other ?.- Be- 
ſides, when the Obliquity of the 
fad lies in a mere Privation of that 
Reftitnde, which ought to haye 
been in it, how can that which is 
no real thing in it {#If, be transfer- 
red to another? 


But. Dr. Criſþ ſaith, 4 Believe Wc 


ceaſeth to he a Tranſereſſor from that © 
time his ſins were laid upon. Chriſt to |: 
the laſt hour of his life. So that now 
* thou are not an Idolater, &c. thou art 


| not a ſinfull perſon, $c. It's poſſible © 


for ſuch a one to ceafe committing 


us 


, —-4 2M ee 7 
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ie Whis fin, or to have his ſins forgiven 
C Bhim 3 but how it 4s poſſible for a 
7e att already paſt not to continue as 
e- {ifatpaſt, isa thing I cannot under- 
e- Efand. But he {till confiders Sins as 
he Debts, that when they are once 
Mn- E paid are no longer Debts. But there 
is. a great difference between the 
guilt of a fa&, and the contra&Fing 
be ofa Debt; for a Debt conſiſting in 


* Ba thing real, whoſeproperty may be 
al I alter'd and transferred from one to 
another, it iseafie to apprehend how 
that may ceaſe. by being paid ; but 
in criminal mattersnothing 1s capa- 
ble of being transferred, but the pu- 
niſhment, which is a thing real ; but 
the Obliquity and Guilt of the fa& 
ka privative and perſonal thing. 
© 2. The deſert of Puniſhment, which 
follows the actual Tranſgrefſion can- 
FW not be ſeparated from it. For let © 
"B what Grace or Favour- ſfoever be 
Hhewed, the Deſert of Puniſhment 
temains ſtill ; or elſe there would be 
no ſuch Grace and Favour, if that 
| could be taken away. But this De- 
-fert follows inherent Guilt ; for no 
- Sinner 
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TS | Way "Of the Sufferings Part 11: |} 
_ +4"; Sinner can deſerve that 'one that 
-...*-> was not a Sinner ſhould ſuffer for |ſuſti 
| bis faults : Nor can the Law or A& fcept 
of any perſon transfer the Deſert of. twee 
Puniſhment from him that was the. Wthe 1 

AQual Tranſgreffor. on t 

3. The Turpitude, as to the A&B Wil 

of Sin, cannot be removed from it, l- 3 

For wherever the. A& of Sin is, it WW taki 

muſt be diſpleafſing to God ; but the our 
Turpitude, as it affe&s the Perſon of © and 

the Sinner, muſt have another con- I be { 
{ideration. For God may ſee cauſe I of « 

to forgive the Sinner, and receive | Me 

him into his Favour, although he I (er! 

ſtill continues to hate and abhor the Ill hon 

Sin. Cay 

Asto the Guilt of Sin, as it relates IJ an! 

to the Puniſhment, theſe things are I ma 

to be confidered. 

I. That although Divine Juſtice I th 

requires Satisfaftion for Sin, yet it Wl fa 

is not neceſſary that the Adual I fer 
 Tranſgrefiors ſhould undergo that I pc 
Puniſhment which they have defer- I av 

ved by their Sins. For, then there | m 

would be no room for Grace and }þ ic 


Favour to them. | 8: 
2, That 


IIA YOON 


be. a a 
"= 4 4 1 
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ſuſtice and Wiſdom of God to ac- 
cept of a Mediator, to interpoſe be- 
tween the Severity of the Law and: 


the Puniſhment of Tranſgrefſors, up- 


on terms agreeable to the Divine 


Wiſdom and Mercy: 


- 3. That ſuch a'Mediator, under- 
taking to make an Atonement for 
our Sins, by ſuffering in our place 


and ſtead, may truly and properly 


be ſaid to undergo the Puniſhment 
of our Sins, and our Sins to be the 
Meritorious Cauſe of it. But if De- 
ſert adhere to the Perſonal Guilt ; 
bow tar ours Sins be the Meritorious 
Lauſe of anothers Puniſhment 2 1 
anſwer that a Meritoriows Canſe 
may be conſidered two ways. 

1. In the Natural Courſe of 
things; and ſo Deſert follows the 
Fact; ſo that the Sinner always de- 
ſerves to be puniſhed; and no inter- 
poſition by another perſon can take 
away this Original Deſert of Puniſh- 
ment : For although' our Sins be 
forgiven, yet we ſtill deſerve to ſuf- 
ter for them; which we ſhould _ 

O, 


=” * $ Me uh 
4 » FOE 6 x 
TT We - Is o 
5 $6. 


\Jeart ll. of CHRIST. © gi 
2. That it is conſiſtent with the. ©; 


% 


Of the Sufferings Part1l, 
do, if Deſert-in this ſenſe could be | 
tranuerred. oo -- © .._= 
2. As Deſert implies only a juſ 
reaſon of Puniſhment ; and'fo there 
may be a Meritoriows Cauſe in extra. 
ordinary Caſes, when the Legiſlator 
conſents that:anather ſhall undergo 
the Puniſhment, which ' others have 


wards. | Pt 
I now come to confider Dr. G's. i w: 
Arguments from Reaſon, that Chriſt i=l fo 
. muſt bear Iniquity it ſelf, * + 
(L.) It had been otherwiſe the ex- | 8 
tremeſt Injuſtice in the World for God i 
to wound and bruiſe him, pag. 273. | Þ 
For Vindi#ive Juſtice doth imply and Þ n: 
ſgnify ſome Fault committed. _ w 


IIMI. 
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| God therefore might be juſt in puniſh- 
ing Chriſt : 


, and do no more upon Chriſt 


than what was deſerved ; he muſt firſt 

ere | have the Inzquity laid upon him, that 
ra. | is the merit of that briaſing , that 
tor | there 117ght be pon him the Tort of 
rgo IN thet bruiſing he did ſuſtain, p. 274. 
ave | And again , p. 283. There muſt of 
rire iN neceſſity be a preſent Deſert upon a 
Ife- fl perſorr , before the Jug can inflict 
: I any thing upon the perſon. A bault 


muſt be found upon a man before he may 
be executed legally and juſtly.” There- 
fore the Fault muſt be found really np- 
Y i» Chriſt himſelf, before there can be 
or AG of God's Juſtice in wounding 
Las 

* This is juſt the Sociniar way of 
arguing, Chriſt could not ſuffer the 
Paniſhment of our Sins, becauſe he 
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S. I was perfealy Innocent, and there- 
yiſt © fore could not deſerve to be puniſh- 
+» KR &: butPuniſhment without Deſert 
ex- E 8 unjuſt. The Artinomians we ſee 
70d with the Soc:n7ans in the main 


#al Guilt, the Puniſhment of Chriſt 
would be unjuſs. But then they give 
FF a won- 


mn 
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Principle, That unleſs there be Perſo- 


our Perſonal Guilt and the Deſert of 


Puniſhment was transferred upon 


Chriſt. For let any man confider 
with himſelf, whether he can think 
it poſſible for thoſe Circumſtances 
of Fa& to betransferred to another, 
which -inſeparably follow and ad- 
here to. the perſon who committed 
the Fa&. ®Snppoſe Dr. Cr:ſp's own 
Caſe ; a Malefactor 1s accuſed of x 
Crime, to which he is to plead Gui 


ty or not Guilty ; ſuppoſe it be_ 


Murder, or Adultery, can he that 
really did commit the Fad ever truly 
plead that he did not. commit 1t? 
It may be ſaid, As to Mer he could 
not, but as to God he might ; becanſe 
Chriſt taking his AFual Tranſgreſſuns 
upon him, the Sin is no longer his but 
Chriſt's. So that as to the juſt and 
righteous Judgment of Mex, he con- 


tinues ſtill guilty -of the Fa& ;- but | 
not as to God's. But if Mens Juds- - 
ment be true and righteous, then he 


muſt 


Of the Suffermgs Part II. | 
a wonderfull advantage tothe Soci- 
nians:; becauſe they put the main 
of the Cauſe upon an Iflue which 
can never be defended :. viz. that 


mn, 4part ll. of CHRIST. 
I duſt remain really guilty; and if 


"= $6od always doth judge according to 
oh Right, he muſt be ſo in God's Judg- 
at {ent too; or elſe a man may be 

truly guilty before Men, and not 


guilty before God, as to the ſame 
Fat; I do not mean that a Man may 
not be juſtly found guilty beforeMen, 


= whoſe Sins may be forgiven by the 
_ | of God. For that relates to 
ad. the Guilt of Puniſhment, which 


God may remit as to his Tribunal, 
and yet the perſon may juſtly ſuffer 
by humane Laws: But if the Guilt 
of the Fat were taken away by 


bh. = God's Remiſſion, then there would. 


be no Foundation left for the Laws 


i of Men to proceed upon. But if it 
+> {& granted, that God doth judge 
lg £m Guilty of the Fad, then that 
aſe Guilt muſt remain upon him ; and 
17; | © hecannot ceaſe to be an Aqual 
bug I Tranſgreffor in that Fa& which the 
1nd | aw doth juſtly charge upon him. 
on. | And if the Guilt of the Fact ſtill re- 
bat © mains upon him, then it cannot be 
de- || transferred to another for two di- 
' he © fin Perſons, who did not joyn in 


the 


LINMI . 1004 


) - 


9) 


4 


committed it ſhall be free, and he 


mitted a Fault which the Law hath 


Of the Sufferings * Part 11, WPatt 
the Fa&, cannot be guilty of the. + B 
ſame Fact ; eſpecially ſo-as he thats Navy 
that did not ſhall be charged with it” K 
Theſe things are ſo agreeable to the Ie 
natural fenfe of Mens Minds, thatif but 
they did allow themſelves the liber- I Perf 
ty of thinking, they could be in ng Nike 
doubt-concerning them. mal 

And as it is as to the Guilt of the be 
Fatt it (elf, fo it is as to the natural Fuur 
deſert of. Puniſhment, which fol- 
lows from it. No Man hatls com- 


wo gT PpPo=Fs 052935 23,2. 


appointed a Puniſhment to , but he 
deſerves to be puniſhed for the vio- 
lation of it. And although it be 
poſlible for him to be pardoned, yet 
the deſert of Puniſhment muſt {il 
remain upon him; becauſe thatre- 
fults from his aQual violation ofthe 
Law , which cannot be unaRted. 
But cannot this Deſert be transferred 
to another ? no more, than theFa@ | 
it ſelf. And Puniſhment taken in its 
moſt ſtri& and proper ſenſe, muſt fob 
low Perſonal Guilt, and that Deſert 
which ariſes from the Actual Tranfſ- 
oreſſion. Byt 


It. JPatt Tl. of CHRIST. 
he Þ- But do we not by this means take 
nts Nava the proper Puniſhment of Chriſt 
he! Bf ovr S125, ard ſo overthrow the 
it {DoFrine of SatisfaFion £ By no 
he fneans. - For T take away nothing 
tif Ebut the Puniſhment which follows 
er- BE Perſonal Gnilt; and if this. be not 
no Itiken away, - the Artinomian ſenſe 

maſt be allowed ; and Chriſt maſt 
the Nie charged with the Anal Guilt of 
ral Hour Sins. | But if this be, as you 
ol- confeſs, Falſe, Blaſphemous and Im- 


th- Mble then another notion of Pu- 
th Filſhment muſt be pitched upon , 
he which may agree to the Suffering 
io- [Eo Chriſt in our ſtead; and ſuch a 
be ſine (is that of the Suffering of 
yet {Griſt as our Mediator, by the Fa- 
Hl Fther's Appointment and his own 
re- [IConſent, which takes off all Appea- 
the Wance of Injuſtice in it: ſince there 
ed, [$a concurrence of the will of the 
ed EE wpreme Legiſlator ; the free con- 
a& I Far of him who had the only cauſe 
its Yt complain, and all this done to 
ol- | promote the wiſeſt and beſt Deſign 
ſert I} for the good of Mankind. 

n(- 

But H But 
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gs. Of the Sufferings Part Il g.. 
But. before: I proceed. farther, it +... 
will be neceſſary here to take notice; pn'C 
of an Expreſſion of yours:m_ your {© 
Appeal, which may be of uſe after I; 
wards. Your words are, page es | 
Miſtake me not, IT don't believe, tha 
the Perſonal Guilt of our Sins, WY 
that their Filth and Turpitude wen W® 
transferred upon Chriſt : Nothin B** 
2zore abhorred by me than ſuch abou Wi 
able - Blaſphenries. By this one 
would think you were the fartheſt 
from the Antizoman Dottrine'of a> 
ny one. But then it follows Has 
ever Fam perſwaded—that he Etrd 
Feſus Chriſt voluntarily on the Be 
ther's Invitation, coming under the 
Santtion of the violated Law, wat 
July charged with the Guilt of an 3 
ae grary Guilty, Condemned, Sew 
tenced and Executed as ſuch, even-by W* 
that God who laid on him the Iniquty 
of 4s all. Now, if I do not nufun WF 
derſtand both Dr. Criſp and you 
you ſay as much in Conſequence as NF” 
he doth in theſe latter words, and I 
therefore you cannot diſown the I" 
transferring, our Perſonal Guilt up- 
oft 
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x For, I pray conſider the 
prce'of Dr. Criſp $ Reaſoning, 1f 
' Bike Fault be not found upon Chrift he 
\ 7 not be juſtly puniſhed © And 
9% Bjou' ſay, . that Sg Flt charged. 
BY pb the Guilt of onr Sins, and there- 
ow Bre was jufely puniſhed. But what 
2 Ht was this, Ghich was thuschar- 
Sea Chriſt > The Guilt of our 
s, you ay, but, rot the Perſonal - 
| Ne. What Guilt was- it then > 
bt the meer Puniſhmerit ; for we 
' how enquiring what that Guilt 
4-which made the Puniſhment 


Fn 


*F. Bk: and there muſt be a Transfer- 


te Riz of Guile before to make the Pro- 
Pe pod ngs juft. Now what Guilt 
es Mould that be, but the Perſonal Guile 
i Wi orr Sins, as Dr. Criſp Aﬀerted, and 
#- 'q | you Denied ? And this appears 
> Fore by your following words, 
Wy |! 7 Aad ſeeing Chriſt's Sufferings 
ap Were & Judicial AGF of God, it could 
oe as Wf be otherwiſe ;, for Juſtice condemns 
Wore to Puniſhment, but »pon the ac- 
y Wert of Sin 5, and puniſheth none , 
ut ander the notion of Criminals : if 


Feſi ts Chriſt had been onby treated as 
_ os. 
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1.00 Of the Sufferings Part IV, 
if behad been a' Criminal, and. died Ws 

wot asia Criminal in foro Poli, his ke 
Sufferings could not have been a Þrop er li 
iPrniſhmnent flowing from. that Pons Tra 
#1ve Juſtice whach 1s. natural t0 God. [18 
And: wherein is this different. from + 
what Dr. Criſp had faid? - Fort lp: 
Chriſt were a real Criminal 1 God'; at. 
Eſteem and Judgment, then: he was im 
an AFyual Tranfareſſer, and had the lp 
Guilt of our Faults upon him ;\ for, BG; 
-he had none of his own. And what kT 
Guilt could make him: to die-as/a 
Criminal iz foro Pol: (as:you callit) 
but the Gwilt of our Fife, ; with the 
Deſert and Turpitude which follow- i 
ed them > For nothing could make IN. 
bin ſuffer .as -2 real Criminal but Yr 
AFnal Guilt ; and having none of fl 
his own, onrs muſt be transferred Wy, 
upon him, in your opinion ; and Ws, 
yet you deny that he had the Perſona 7 
Guilt of our Sins. How can you ſly, 
make theſe things to conſiſt ? - You 
muſt athign ſomething that is not 
Perſonal Guilt which can make aNſ 
Real Criminal ; which think 1s ve- 
ry hard to do. We ſay, that Oy 
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* Yiid- really ſuffer on the Account of 
jur'Sins, 'and that Juſtice' was ſati(- 
fed by his Sufferings; and' that-he 
wok upon him the Guilt of our 
franſgreſſions by undergoing the 
miſhment for them, 'as our” Sacri- 
fee of Atonement; and that this 
mas\a Real Puniſhment as*to bit, 
but made: Juſt by the Father's Will 
and his own felony undertaking] 
tut to ſay, that he ſuffered as 4 Ret 
iminal, and was 'ſo puniſhed by God, 
þI think impoſſible: to' be untler- 
ood ; unleſs Dr. 'Criſp's ſenſe 'of 
it) he Tranſtation of Perſonal Guilt be 
owed, which you profeſs to ab- 
Mor as Falſe and Blaſphemors. 
h (2.) Dr. Criſp's Second Reaſon is, 
That without this Tranſlation of our 
Perſonal Guilt, no Advantage could 
k me to us by Chriſt s Sufferings,, Pag. 
72. For what Reaſon? Becauſe 
| E Mer ſuffers only for his own Fault, 
wleſs the Fault of another be laid up- 
hin. Here is no Queſtion, but 
or Iniquities were laid upon Chriſt, 
*Fand that he ſuffered in our ſtead; 
but the Diſpute is,” about the. Man- 
H 3 ner -. 
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| Nead. But how doth it appear. , 


Perſonal Guilt were transferred up- bs 


Of the Suffering PartIl;, Ypar 
ner-how they were laid upon him 
whether our very Tronlgreficet 4 
themſelves were ſo laid upon; him? 
And how doth it appear that we 
can have no benefit by Chrilts Suf- 
terings, unleſs that were done which 
was .impoſlible to- be done ?-, But 
he makes it good by a Surety/hip; i 
Debt ; For 7 faith he) the bire. 
priſonment of another Man doth 3 not 
releaſe the Debtor in Priſon, nvleſ 
he be Surety for him. Very true... 
we ſay that Chriſt's Sufferings had 
not availed us, unleſs he had been 
our Mediator, and appeared in'qur 


that we cannot receive the Benefits Þ 
of Chriſt's Mediatorſhip, unleſs.out 


on him? Are not the Divine Ap- 
pointment, the Deſign of Chris, Wy 
and the Promiſes of the Goſpel : ful: ft 
acient for that purpoſe ? o 
And this 1s his great Argument: 
on all Occaſions, That our Sins are” 4 
Debts, and they are reckon'd to Chriſt 
as our Surety, ey he hath fully dif- | c 
charged them, and there fore they cats | 
ney 


UL Near, of CPRIST: io; 
not juſtly be charged upoy us, "This 


mms through all Dr. Criſp's Diſcour- 
ſts, and he manages it with all ad- 
yantage to his Cauſe, and therefore 
pr Be 5" <6 6 ee omg 
"In his frft Sermon, Þ. 8. he faith, 
hot fk a Belicuer doth ſin, he 
ir not to be yeckon'd a Sinner ; far his 
T7s are reckon'd to be taken awa 
from hin. A man borrows-a hundres 
found, ſome'guan will ſay doth not be © 
owe” this Lon rol Wk lms he bor- 
rowed it ? T ſay no, in taſe another 
hath paid the hundred pound for him. 
4 man doth fin" againſt God", God 
reckons not this Sin to be his, he rec- 
tons it Chriſt's, therefore be cannot 
* WW reckon it his. If the Lord did lay the 
Iniquity of Men upon Chriſt, then how 
tar he lay it upon their Perſons 2 
BW Thou bf ned, Chrift takes it off ; 
vi Ippofng [ ſay, thou haſt receiv 4 Chriſt. 
| 4rd as God dothreckon Sin to Chriſt, 
"md charges Sin upon him, Fa if thou 
be of the ſame mind with God, thou 
muſt alſo reckon this Sin of thine upon 
Chriſt ; his back hath born it, he hath 


carriea it away. 
H 4 And 
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Of the Sufferings Part IT; 


And p. 283. When one man becomes a 
Debtor im another man s:room legally 
and hy conſent, this Surety, that p76 
Fark Fry ray es Is Hy barely 
Hppojea to be the LJebtor, but 
Joe of it and having it rahpp paſt 
#pore bins he is asreally and truly the || © 
| Debtor, as be was that was the Prin pl 
zpal before : : TI fay, as truly and really BY 
+ Debtor; ſo that there is .an ah;  m 
ſolute truth aud reality.of God.s Att Ml fi 
1n paſſing over Sins upon Chrifh, and 
laying them upon Chriſt. | 
Again, P. 289. There is there 
certain tranſaFing 0 $4 J172 upon tf 
ſo real that ers the Believer, though 
an Ar of Tranſereſſion, is as truly 
and abſolutely diſcharced of his Sins, 
as if he himſelf had not committed 
them; 1 ſay, ſa diſcharged as if be had 
not committed them, | Ar a Debtoy 
when a Surety hath taken the Debt up. 
on him, and the -Debtor- receives an 
Acquittance and Diſcharge, he is as l- 
free of the Debt now, as if he had ne- 
zer run into that Debt: : ſo Iſayitis 
with a Believer, Chriſt being made a 
Surety of a betber Teſtament , and. 
therely 


22: oe ws 2 Ho ve ho: YES. 
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Part IT. 


thereby becoming truly and really the 
Debtor inſtead of Believers, he ſo bears 
akthe Debt _" that they are al- 
together releaſed, and diſcharged, and 


eed. 
Det. 


I need not to produce any more. 
places to this purpoſe ; although it 
were ecafie to do itzfor, in this $7-. 
militude lies the main ſtrength and 
ſupport of his Cauſe. - | 

- But to ſhew how little force there 


is in it , 


ferations. 

Cx)" That there is'no ſufficient 
Foundation in Scripture,” for; our 
Sins being thus transferred to Chriſt 


AS Our 
AS OUT 


reads Dr.Criſps Sermons, one would 
conclude , that there. is nothing 
plainer, -nor more frequently incul- . 
cated in Scripture than this : For he 
| ſeems to lay the Foundation of all 
F uponiit, as though there were no 
other true way of underſtanding the 
 Dodrine of Chriſt's Satis fulkion but 


_byt It. * 


of CHRIST. tos 


as if they had never been ire 


we need: wk theſe Confi- 


Debts, and- his undertaking 
Surety to pay them. If-one 


The Title of one ar his Ser- 


Mons, 


106 
ans, Vol. 1. Serm. 3. is, "Clift 
the great Paymaſter of all the' Debts of 


his People: and he 'grounds it Ac ; 


that Text, Iz. 53: v. 6. The Lord 
hath laid on him the Iniquity of ws al]. 
Now, faith he, p. 263. as in Sureti- 
foip, our Debt becoming our Surety's, 
the Execution goes juſtly out - agamſt- 
hine 5, and ſo God tan give a juſt At- 

- count of wounding him, &c. Uere it 
is taken for granted, 
wade Snrety for all our Sins as Debts; 
Text for'it 3 which wholly Telates 
to Puniſhment. For the words pt6 
perly ſignify, That he 7:ade our Th 
 "quities #6 meet, or to fall' upon him 
as a Man falls upon his Enemy whe 
He meets him, So the Few:/fh Inter- 


. 


preters underſtand the word ; and 


to the ſame purpoſe Symmachns res: 


_ ders it; ' the LXX. God gave hint up 


fo our Sins ; which Procopius expreſ- | 
fes by WEE &rri\vyov Tx nAPyv, as 


oe that ſuffered in our ſtead. S. Jerom. 


Tradidit eur pro peccatis noſtris ; or 


as he tranſlates the LXX. Dominue 
tfradidit eum propter iniquitates no- ' 


ſtras. 
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that Chriſt is 


a2 =» 


oy 
on” 


: 


- Thanll, of CHRIST 
- Here is nothing like Chriſt's - 


* 

x 
” A 
FT 
EY 
- +1 
8 
as 
2, 
4/8 


2. > 


we ſip to: pay our Debts far us ; 
yet, As 1 pe Appin 


ing what Chr! tY: ath 
God forhid that'we e ſhould go ow 
b leſſen any thing of the Deſign of 


Chriſt's ſaffering for us,0n which our 
dalvation ſom nuch depends. But the 
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HP 


only relates to the . 
is doing it, whether as a 


Sure! yfor « ourDebts of no.Some will 
ay, hat harm is theretr: this , ſince 


539.28; 2F5 7 Similitnde, which People 


oy apprehend without Trouble? But 
itmay be not without great Danger ; 
for they can as eafiely draw Conſe- 
WET from * it too; * As that 
| Chriſt hath then fully diſcharged 

' OUT Debts already ; and they can 

* NO more be charged upon us, than 

« 2 Creditor can demand a Summ of 

+ Money from a Debtor, which 
** Was fall y paid to a Farthing by his 

* Surety ; "hd therefore all mm we 
” have 
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« have to do is to believe,” and to 
« be thankful ; for all this Tranf- 
* action'was long i fince paſt without 
I - the confideration of any 0m "AFon 
* our parts;''and they ﬀ mr be | 
* Enemies to thePutivile 
* levers, that ot bs 4 


* venant Fa Wotks. nd” m: 
* void the Covenant” of Grace) 
Theſe are. Conſequencgs of a very 


high nature,-and/havetioFoundati-! 


on but this Stppoſition, That all Wy 


NVI-188 1; Debts" are transferred "ion 
Chriſt 4s OuY Surety ; and: he ig hat = 
ally diſcharged the whole Deb Ep hich- 


therefore cannot lie upon thoſe mhu 54 e 


Suffered for : and *aſeanerty wei 
cannot ſuffer for thoſe Sins; which! 
are already diſcharged'z nor do any). 
thing in order. to our "Juſtification* 
and Salvation ; whatever the Scri- 
pture- ſeems to expreſs to the contra- 
ry. But ſurely Men cannot. build” 
their Faith on ſuch Suppoſitions, un- 
leſs they had other places of Scripture 
beſides ory for their Foundation.” 
Dr. 


Part Ir. of CHRIST. 
'Dr. Criſp looked as' far into this mat- 
iter, asany one fince, and it may be 
-;more, he turned the Scriptures Over 
-and over, arid examined-them with 

;great care to find out what ſerved his 
/purpoſe ;. for his Heart ſcemed to be 
ict upon! it, and as his Son faith, it 

iran in his Head when he was dying : ; 

:and ſpeaking -of thoſe who diſput- 

ied againſt his Notions of Free Grace, 
Fre oy Tere are the of 1 am now 


py ſes #4,S ſeem'd to favour his Senſe, 


' ben Debtor, and Chriſt 3s a Surety ;, 
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2nd "that is, Heb. 7. 22. where Chriſt 
aid, to be the Savers of a better Te- 
ament. God, ſaith he, takes Chriſt 
p A a Surety, as Men will do, ſo doth 

' God with Chriſt. —— Man ; # 4 bro- 


one that is rich and able to pay, and 
| ' therefore God-wilt look after none but 
7 | 4ims for this cauſe Chriſt gives his 
» | own fongle Bond. and God is content 
ow to take Chriſt s f/; nele Bond, and looks 
r. | ”—_ no other thts cad "but Chriſt. 

" - What 
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Cl the Sofrg bir H. 


C fl? who doth not ape OLE, mr: 


ty for Debs, but of #he Surety of | 


Fatt og z not of one that was: 
Pay our Debts to God ; but of ſue 


a-Surety as was to'give eSatifation 
by his unchangeable Pricſt-hood. : 


the Performance or thee Proen 


ip, Raghteouſneſs; and of an 


lt 'y of Believers with Chriſt as to i - 


Which is another ſtrange Conſe- 


quence from: Chriſt's being our Surety, 
as to the payment of our Debts, be" 


cauſe the Debtor may be ſaid to pay 


that Summ which the Gael lays down! 


for him : and that God doth account 


that Believers have eps ghet TE; of | 
ath paid in 


Obedience which C, 
their ſtead ; becauſe __ are one legal. 
perſon with Chriſt All this depends 
upo 


of the Di F Fiting, Brethren, I, nd. 
charged with fal bing much: of a _Srts. 
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Part I. of CHRIST. 
- xr pee alicia Notion of Szre- 
© J&p>- but if & be once ſuppoſed, 
j at we pertedly. obeycd the Law'in 
Remiſfionof Sis: For gr eni_ 
be forgiven to-thoſe who have: 
CEOs fg mo 
aid_to the - 
ECESESS 
laid ew. that 
fave not obey dit? For can they be 
faid to pay for their. Diſchedicnce 
and to give perfe&t Obedience a 
ſame time. 

"That the Argument doth not 
hold, that becauſe a Debt may. be 
transferred” to' a Surety ; and t 
Debtor be diſcharged on the Sureties 
undertaking the Debt, that there- 
fore our Sins may be transferred to 

K Chriſt, and we receive a"Diſcharge 
by his becoming our Surety. 

For (1) there is no difficulty in 
conceiving the transferring of Debts 
and diſcharge of a Debtor by a 
Sarety. But in Sins the Guilt can- 
not be transferred as Money may ; 
for the Guilt ol the Fact remains a 

perſonal 
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be 


Of the" Sufferings  Part'Il] 
-perfonal thing ; and -althou the 
Siniee be id to OWE A Debs the 
| Law, yet thatDebe lies inthe Obli2 
> gation. to Puniſhment, whi h'he'is 
| liable to by the Guilt of the Fat; 

but ado the Puniſhment may be 

transferred by the Legiſlatours:con- |. 
ſent, yet.the perſonal fault cannot} © 

But doth not this Debt ariſe from the 

Guilt 'of the Fa; how then.can any 

Fs the Debt © without taking the 

ault £ T1 anſwer, That takin "th 

Fault can fignify no more than b 

anſwerable to the Law for it; which 

muſt reſpe&- the Debt of 'Puniſh- 
..- ment,” which the Law inflits; atid 
he that takes away the Guilt of Pu- 
niſhment doth ſatisfy the Juſtice of 
the Law. (a 
But we are told, That nothing 'is 
a Demerit" of Puniſhment but Reatns mr 
SN pz, and therefore if Chriſt did un+ & 
"0 the Puniſhment of our Sins, be ll: 
Jus! bear the Guilt of our Js as to 
the Fault. d 
In the G4lt as to the Fault there are tc 
two diſtin& Conſiderations, 1. The | Nis 

Fault it ſelf, or the Actual Violation io 

0 


PartIT. of CHRIST. 
of the Law by him that. committed 
itz and this can never be transfer- 


which follows the Fa&, and this 
teſpeCts the Puniſhment, which,may 
be transferred. 


hable to the Puniſhment, and that is 
the only by the Fault ? ne Dang ren 
any . Being wade liable doth haturally 
the Find in ordinaty courſe follow the 
the WGuilt of the Fact; but Laws and Pu- 
ing Eiiſhments being made for wiſe Ends, 
ich the Legiſlator himſelfmay interpoſe; 
ilh- Hind for great arid wiſe Ends may 
nd Echange the ordinary courſe of Ju- 
Pa! Etice and accept of another Perſon 
> of to ſuffer inſtead of the Offenders, 
" FasI obſerved before.) ot, 

r\;s 2. But ſuppoſe the Fault could be 
tos transferred as 4 Debt may, how 
#ns Goth it follow, that upon this Tran- 
| be Eſation there muſt be 4 preſent Diſ- 
s #6 Etbarge, as there is upon a Sureties 
' Wdcing accepted inſtead of the Deb- 
are” tor? For in the caſe of a Debt there 
The Fs nothing looked after birt payment 
jon {of the Money ; but in the Remiſh- 
of | I on 
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ted. 2. Of the Debt to the Law 


How can this be, unleſs he be mrads 


(14 
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on,of Sins, there are very weighty 
Conſiderations, as to the manner of 
diſcharging the. Obligation. to Pu- 
niſhment. For the true Honour of 
God, and Religion, and the real 


Intereſt of Mens Souls as to the works | 
ing out their own Salvation are deep- | 
ly concerned in this matter. It is 
very poflible for. Men to frame x 
Scheme. of Religion. to -themſelyes | 
_ from ſome peculiar Phraſes of -Scri- 
pture, and general Promiſes, which | 


may be fitted to ſome particular 


uſes. as to give ſatisfaction to ſome | 
Perſons Doubts (which ſeemed: to | 


be Dr. Criſp's Intention) but upon 
Conſideration of the whole Deſign 
of the Goſpel, they may be of dan- 
gerous Conſequence to: Mankind : 


who-are too apt to make 11] uſe of | 
ſuch Principles, by drawing ſuch 


Deductions from them, which tend 
to incourage them in the neglect or 
careleſs performance of that ſtrict 
Obedience which they owe to God 
with reſpe& to himſelf, and to their 
Neighbours. And it is of little mo- 
ment to them to be told, That "- 
wil 
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will carry on his own Work of Grace 

of | in thoſe whom he intends to bring to 

'U- I Salvation : For this naturally diſpo- 

of |} ſes Mens Minds to a paſlive careleſs 

eal Þ temper, as though they had nothing 

7ks |} todo, but to wait for Supplies from 

-P- Y above; and to depend upon God's 

15 If working in them to will and to do of 

ex his good pleaſure , without ſetting 

ves i themſelves to work out their own Sal- 

th YN vation with fear and trembling. And 

ich | yet S. Paul, who certainly under- 

ular Þ' food the Power and Deſign of God's 

Ne þf Free Grace uſes one as the ſtrongeſt 
, tO NF Argument for the other. What Pl. 2-22, 
poſt I would he have ſaid to ſach Men, * 
gn NE ho according to theſe Principles 

lan- F maſt have told him, That he dif- 


nd : charged the freeneſs of God's Grace, 
of | by putting Men upon working out 
uch YI therr own Salvation ;, for this was to 
end bring in a Covenant of Works again ; 
t OI Ef and 2 Bargain and Sale with God x 
trict and to ſet uþ the Merit of Mar' s Works 
Yop to Salvation for every Condition 


gives a Right, and what gives Right 
ol Ke, be challenged as due, and what 
0 


Pay be chall enged as dueis meritorions. 
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If there be any thing in ſuch kind 
of Arguments S. Pau! was as much 


concerned to have anfwered them, 


as any now-a-days ; but he thought 
a great deal lay upon Mankind to 


do, notwithſtanding that wonderful | 

+ Grace of God in the manner of our # 

Rom.2. 7- Salvation by J. Chriſt : and that by pa- | 
tient continuance im well-doing men | 

ought to ſeek for glory, and honour, and | 

: mortality; which they could not | 

do unleſs they had a regard to it in | 


the ſeeking of it, as the way to attain 


1Cor. 9. it, Doth not he bid Chriſtians ſorun | 
Ty that they might obtain? Doth not this } 
make running a Condition of obtain- | 


ing 2 And what is obtaining but Sal- 
vation? What doth he mean by his 


Phil. 3.14: preſſing toward the mark, for the prize | 
of the high calling of God in Chriſt 
Jeſus 2 Do not theſe Expreſtionsim- 


ply a great care to obtain the Re- 
'ward of another Life? Here 1s ſome- 
thing beyohd meer Gratitude and 
Service; for he doth ſuppoſe a Cor 
netion in way of Duty, and Means in 
order to the End; and not meer 
ConneFion in a way of Event; ſo that 
#0 
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h | *? thoſe to whom. God will give Glory 

'&l he will give Grace to fit Perſons for it. 
he | But S. Pavl intimates far more when 
he ſaith, That he kept his Body in 
5 | ſ#fje@ion; for what reaſon? was it. 
x meerly to teſtify his Thankfulneſs ? 


ur Þ# 
© | He gives another account of it ; /ef# r Cor. g. 
oy I that by any means, while I preach to*9 


J others, I wy ſelf become a caſt-a-way. 
" (Was S. Paxl fo ignorant of the ſure- 


” ' neſs of the Goſpel Covenant, as to fup- 
in | poſe that by any Act of his hecould 
Y make void that Covenant which hath 


is If nOrelation to Gordztions on Our part? 

Either he was ſo ignorant, or others 

| muſt be extreamly miſtaken, who can 

his © bardly allow him to ſpeak tolerable 

| ſenſe about this matter, if he doth ex- 

ft $ clude Conditions on our part in or- 
der to Salvation : But as no Man 

magnifies the Riches and Freeneſs of 

Grace more than he, ſo no one 

4 || prefles the Neceſſity of Holineſs 

| more, as that, without which uo Man Heb. 13. 

ſhall ſee the Lord. Is this only to '+ 

tell them, That God will mmake then 

rs | holy, if he deſigns to make them hap- 

j» || 229 No, but he puts them upon 


+ 2 pure 
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og 
« 
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purſuing after Holineſs, for that Rea- | 
Rom.s8 13. {on. « For if e - lrve after the Fleſh ye | 
22. ſhall die bh if ye through'the Wo 


ao martifie the deeds of he Body y 


ſhall live. Is not this aFing for Liks, 


and not meerly from it ? He {uppoſes 
the Spirit ready to afliſt them in do- 
ing their Duty and the greateſt in- 


ſy cs 2 to the performance of | 


And in general, he perſwadey 
Chriſtians to great Sincerity in doing 


their Duties from this Conſiderati- | 
Col. 3-23-ON 5 Knowing that of the Lord ye | 
6 ſhall receive the Reward of the Inhe- |} 


ritance, for ye ſerve the Lord Chriſt 


But he that doth wrong ſhall recerve | 


for the wrong that he hath done; and 


there is no reſpe# of perſons. Could 3 
any Man more plainly inforce Men's | 
doing their Duties with reſpect to | 
Rewards and Puniſhments , accor- | 
ding to the Performance of them, 
than S. Pay! here doth? And that 
irom this Conſideration that there js 
29 reſpet of Perſons: which in this | 
place muſt imply, that God will 
have a regard to Men's Actions and 


not to their Privileges. 


YOrme 
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1 Some may perhaps ſay, What is 
ne | ti, but to make the Promiſe to ſecure Neonom. 
-- || Life upon doing our Duties >? And if *r: 3. 
1 this be not to make the Goſpel a more® cs 
-r, || overgrown and ſwinging Covenant o 
Fs Works, than ever the old Law #4 
lo- I they have loft all their Theological 
in. I Meaſures. T know not from whence 
of ©! {uch men take their Theological Mea- 
des |] ſores; nor of what kind they are ; 
ing I or by what Standard they are to 
iti. || be tried ; butTknow of no Infallible 
' io | Standard but the Holy Scriptures ; 
he. Þ and therefore all Theological Mea- 
it. | ſures are to be examin'd by them. 
gd And1 think S. Pax! may as little be 
1d || {uſpeted for ſetting up a Covenant 
ad & of Works as any Penman of the 
n's & New Teſtament ; and it is from him 
- to Y 1 have choſen to produce my Teſti- 
on. | monies, becauſe it 15 he that attri- 
-m || butes ſo much to the Grace of God 
hat £ in order to our Salvation. It 1s he 
that hath ſaid, That God hath called , Tin. r. 
his | »s with an holy calling, not according '9- 
vill | to our Works, but according to his own 
nd | Purpoſe and Grace which was given us 
| #: Chriſt Jeſus before the world began. 
L4 It 
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Tit. 3. 5. [t is he that hath ſaid, Not by Works i 
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af Righteouſneſs which we have done, 


but according to his Mercy he ſaved 


us by the waſhing of Regeneration and 


Renewing of the Haly Ghoſt; which | 
be ſhed on us SF ney jou ly througb Feſus þ 
Chriſt our Saviour. That requires | 
men ta work out their Salvation with | 
fear aud trembling. St. Paul uſeth | 
the ſame wor 01. 7. 18. where | 


it ſignifies bring ging a thing to effe&, 


and is oppoſed to meer willing, and | 
we render it ta perform: in the LXX | 
it 1s uſed for finiſhing and carrying | 


on a thing already begun ; and can 
imply no leſs than great Diligence 


-jn doing all ſuch thin ngs as tend to 


onr Salvation ; for that isthe thing 
we are to work out by Divine Afſi- 
ſcence; and therefore our own Wor- 


king is required by the Author of | 


our * Salvation : Although he ſaves 
us not for the ſake of any Worksof 
Righteouſneſs which we can do; 

yet his way of ſaving us is by work- 
ing out our own Salvation. But we 
are told no more -is meant by this, 


Feb Þ- but a continual maintaining 4 holy 


Jealouſie re 
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; Jealouſie of our ſelves, leſt we ſhould. 
Y ful of the Grace of God by truſting in 
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our ſelves; for it's immediately added, 


Y For its God that worketh in you both 
L to will and to do. And 1s this all 
* that St. Paul means? By Fear and 
Yd Trembling indeed he underſtands 
# great Humility of Mind, which car- 
J ries along with it a Jealouſie of our 
Z ſelves; but what is working out our 
© Salvation 2 That 1s zof truſting i 
I our ſelves, but depending on God to 

| do it for us. 
Y then weare to do with that Divine 


But 1s there nothing 


Aſſiſtance promiſed 2 Are ye to fit 
ſtill, and only expe& when God will 
work iz us to will and todo 2 Then 
working out our own Salvation are 


J inſignificant words, and imply do- 


ing nothing ; which is ſuch a ſenſe 
of the words as was never thought 
on before; and will not be again by 
any that do think what they write. 

But S. Payl gives another ſenſe 


when he perſwades Rich Men that'! Tim. 6. 


they do good, that they be rich in good 3 
works-—- laying up 7n ſtore for them- 


I ſelves a good foundation againſt the 


tie 


L9. 


Do good works that they may take hold 
of Eterwal Life 2 What 1s this but 


a ſwinging Covenant of Works of St. | 
' Paul's ſetting up> What isbecome | 
now of the Theological Meaſure? | 
Had St. Pal forgot himſelf > Or | 
did he, who became all things to all | 


»:en, here deal with.Rzch Mer in 


their own method, by way of Bay- | 


gain and Sale? Butfſurely hewould 


never accommodate himſelf to their | 
way of dealing, ſo as to overthrow | 


the Covenant of Grace; as theſe 
men imagin ſuch Conditions would 
do it. And he very well underſtood 
the difference between the Fonndati- 
oz of the Covenant it ſelf, which 
was certainly nothing but the Grace 
and Mercy of God through Teſus 
Chriſt ; and the foundation of our 
hopes as to our obtaining the Bene- 
fits of it, which ſuppoſes the Per- 
formance of ſuch Conditions as are 
required from us; not as Works Me- 


ritorious of a Reward, but as Means | 


which God hath appointed 1n order 
tO 


0f the Sufferings Part II. | 


time to cone, that they may take hold | 
of Eternal Life. How is this? what? | 
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Stoan End. As 2 Son that hath an | 


Eftate promiſed him of the free Gift 
of his Father ; but yet he requires 
ſome Conditions to. be performed 


I by him before he comes to the Poſ- 
Z kffion of it ; can any one think this 
= « Bargain and Sale between Father 
J and Son? or that he is: to purchaſe 


the Eſtate by theſe Conditions > If 
theſe be their Theological Meaſures 


J they had need to ſeek for new ones, 

tor theſe will never hold .according 

E to the Standard of Scripture or Rea- 
| fon. 


Which will yet more appear by 
what: our Blefled Saviour himſelf 
hath ſaid concerning this matter + 
and ſurely we may molt fately take 
our Theological Meaſures from him : 
For he knew beſt, how far and in 
what ſenſe the Guilt of our Sins was 
transferred upon him; and whether 
there followed an immediate Diſ- 
charge upon it, without any. regard 
to Conditionson our part. He had 
the Queſtion of the higheſt inipor- 


| tance in this matter twice put to 
him :; What fhall I do to inherit Eter-, 
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al Life? . At one time it was to 
try him, by a Captious Perſon ; and 
after his repeating the two great 
Commandments of the Law of God 
and our Neighbour , our Saviour 


ſaid to him, "Thou haft anſwered well, | 
this do and thou ſhalt live. Had our | 
Blefled Saviour only a mind to ban- | 
ter him? or was it to convince him | 


of the Impoſſibility of his doing 


what was neceſſary for Eternal Life> | 
It is notimprobable that he intended | 


to convince him of his Folly, who 
ſuppoſed he had 
mandments in the Jewiſh ſenſe of 
them; which he doth in a ſerious 


manner by the Parable of the Sama- 


ritan: But what can be ſaid to the 


other Caſe, where a young Man of | 


Quality and Eſtate came to him , 


with the ſame Queſtion, but with a 


different Intention ; for to ſhew he 
was in earneſt, S. Mark obſerves, 
that he kneeled to him, and 4sbed 
hin, Good Maſter , what ſhall I tlo 


that I may inherit Eternal Life * and 


when he anſwered well, it 1s {aid, 
That Jeſus loved him : which ſhews 


kis 
v 


w theſe Com- | 
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his Sincerity ſo far : but there was 
an immoderate love to the World in 


bis Heart which he was not aware 


of, till our Saviour put him upon 2 
ſevere Tryal of hunſelf; Go thy 


way , ſell whatever thou haſt and 


4 grve to the poor. And what then? 
* 4nd thou ſhalt have Treaſure in Hea- 
* vez. Doth Chriſt himſelf make it a 
4 matter of Bargain and Sale for Hea- 
Z ven? Doth the Surety of the.bet- 

| ter Covenant eſtabliſh a Covenant 
y of Works ? 


| And that when, one 
came to him for direCtion to attain 
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Eternal Life > Yet the three Evan- Mart. 19. 


| geliſts who report this Story differ 


not as to this particular. 
was our Saviour's Deſign init? Not 


J barely to convince him, that hehad 


greater and more prevailing Paſli- 
ons within him, than he was aware 
of; but that there was ſych a uſe 
to be made of the thirks of this 


World, that they may be ſerviceable 
to another. And ſo he ſaith inano- 
ther place, Make to your ſelves 16-9 + 
Friends of the Mammon of Onrighte- 
onſneſs, that when ye do fail they may 


Yecerve 


2 1. 
Luke 38. 
But what is. 
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Matt, 25. 


Luke 13. 
24. 


Of the Sufferings Part 11. 


receive you into everlaſting habitations. 
Not. by way of Merit; or any-foo- 
liſh Imagination of that ſorts butin 


Obedience to the Will of Chriſt, | 
who hath made it ſo neceflary a du- | 
ty for thoſe who hope to be happy | 
in another World to do good in | 
this: which 1s evidently declared, | 
by the Account which himſelf gives | 
of the proceedings of the great Day, | 
Which are far more to be regarded | 
than mens Theological Meaſures. ' Ac-" | 
cording to which I confeſs I know | 
. not what to make of the main'Scope | 
and Deſign of onr Saviour's Preach- 


ing. . For he was ſtill prefiing Meri 
to do the Will of the Father, to = 


his Sayings , to obey his Command- 


ments, and upbraided Men for not | 
doing it; and yet according to thete } 


Meaſures he knew it was impoſſible 
for them to do it ; and that Mens 
Salvation was «determin'd without 
any Regard to Conditions on our 
parts. 


If theſe be the right Theological | 


Meaſures, what doth our Saviour 
mean when he bids Nden ſtrive to en- 
ter 


& , 
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ter.in at the ſprait Gate; for. many 


ſhall ſeek to enter in, and ſhall -20t be 


able + By which, it ſeerns that bare 


Y ſeeking by faint and weak. Endea- 


yours is not ſufficient; but by ſtri- 
231g We may exter; or elle :1t 1s to 


_no- purpole - to ; put. Men upon. it. 
& What can this mean, if our Endea- 
Z yours are not made Conditions ;, for 
& as he ſaith, elſewhere., Srrazt 3s. the Mat.7.14- 


gate and natrow is the way'that leadeth 


| wnto Life, and fiw there be. that find 
q if. To what purpoſe is this ſpo- 
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ken, but to. ſtir Men up to. greater 


& care and endeavour to attain to E-. 


ternal Lifez fince ſo many do miſs 
of it, for want of diligence in the 
enquiry and purſuit after 1t? 


127 


But Dr.Cr:iſp, by his new Theolo- Serw. o- 
E gical Meaſures, hath found out an 


extraordinary ſenſe of theſe words ; 
viz. That they are not to be under- 
ſtood of ſtriFneſs of Converſation but 
that it hath not that latitude that ge- 
rerally Men think it hath ;, for they 
think, that beſides Chriſe., there is 
ſomething in- the way that leadeth to 
Life, and that is a Man's own Righ- 


teonſreſs ; 


56. 


Of the Sufferings Part Ih; 
teonſneſs;, but if a Man's own Rightes 
ouſneſs be take# in, then it is a broad= 
er Way than Chriſt allows. But how 
could it enter into any Man's Head 
that reads our Saviour's words to 
the end of the Chapter, to think this . 
could be his meaning? #. 2t. Net - 
every one that ſaith unto me, Lord, 
Lord, ſhall enter into the Kingdom 


of Heaven, but he that doth the will Ws. 


of my Father which is in Heaven: 
and v. 24. Whoſoever heareth theſe 
Sayings of mine and doth them, I will 
[ ifen hint unto a wiſe Man, &c. What 
can be more evident, than that our 
Saviour here ſpeaks of Obedience to 
his Will, as that ſtrait Gate and 
 marrowWay which leadeth unto Life ? | 
So that if Chriſt and his Apoſtles | 
taught true DoErine (as no doubt 
they did) it was not meer transfer- 


ring our Sins to Chriſt that is ſuffici- -| 


ent for our Diſcharge and Salvation; 
but the Conditions of Faith, Re- 
pentance, and Sincere Obedience are 
required on our parts. 
(3.) If there be no Conditions on 


our parts in order to the partaking 
the 


 Wparcit. of CHRIST. 
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the Benefit of Chriſt's Sufferitigs iri 


\ Nour ſtead, how can” Meri have any 


por ground to ſatisfy therhſelves, 
that the Guilt of their-Sins is tranſ- 
ferred upon Chriſt? This was a Dif- 
ficulty which Dr. Criſp was aware 
of ; and therefore labours much for 


© the cleating of it. The ſhort of it 
Jis, If Men can believe it to be fs, 


that is the beſt Evidence that the 


Thing is really ſo. Theſe are his 


words, If thou believe with all thy 


Y Heart, thy Sins are forgiven thee ; 


(though the very believing it ſelf do 
vob infeoff thee in that freedom ;,) but 
if you would know whether you have a- 
#y part in this Freedom or not, the be- 


Sheving in the Lord a is a ſufficient 
Y nevifeſtation. Again, If the Lord hath" 


lad Iniquity, dnd our Iniquity uport 


I Chriſt, then whoſoever thou art to whone 
"Wihe Lord will be pleaſed to give the be- 
lieving of this truth, that the Lord hath* 


laid thy Iriquity upon him; that lay- 
ing thy Iniquity upon him is 41 abſolute 
and full diſcharge to thee . that there 
neither 18, nor can be any Iniquity, that 
for the preſent or for hereafter, or fs 
ai 
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P. 128: 


"P. 295: 
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x6 the Sufferings, Part II: 


laid - t0* 7. charge, let the Perſon be. 


who be wil If « Lo, I ſay again, 


give to\any to believe this truth. that 
it Is his: wo ity the Loyd bath laid 


upon Chi, © af himfel of cannot charge 


any one Sin upon that Perſon. 


Theſe are very bold Expreſſions, 


and.ought to have had plain Ser 
pture, or evident Reaſon to ſup- 


port them, but they have neither. 


The place of Scripture he brings. is, 
Who ſhall lay any thing to the charge 
of God's EleF 2: But is betieving that 
our Sins are forgiven-.an infallible 
mark of God's Ele& ? Is it not 

fible for one not Elett-to believe i it, 
or for one Ele&not to believe it? If 
ſo, how can it be any Reaſonable 
Argument toconclude, That a Man's 
Sins are forgfven becauſe he believes 
that they are? Is- Preſumption. a 


thing poſſible or not ? If it be poſſi- 


ble,” 1s it not the-greateſt Preſu 

on: to believe without Grounds? 
And what Ground can any one have 
to believe that his Sins are forgiven 


' becauſe he believes it; where hath 
God declared this in Scripture? 2 and 


what 


Part IT; of C HRIST. 
L what gfound cati there. be for true 
Faith without Divine Revelation? 
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But Dr. Criſp was aware of the 
Objeftion about Preſumption, and 
he gives this Anſwer to itz, Ler the 
Perſon be what he will be, if there be 
but a real receiving "of Chriſt, there 3s 


not Preſumption but true believing : 
Which 1s not at all to the purpoſe ; 


for the Queſtion is not about Re- 
reving of Chriſt as.to his Word and 
Promiſes; which 1s, no donbt, areal 
Act of Faith ; nor abont a firm per- 
ſuaſion of the Mind as to the truth 


of what God hath revealed ; but it 


$ about that particular A& of Faith 
whereby we believe that our Sins are 
forgiven; and this is ſuppoſed tobe 
the firſt A& of Saving Faith, and to 
be the true Maniteſtation, that ſuch 
Perſon's Sinsare forgivetwAnd this 

is that which' leads Men, we ſay., to 
Preſumpticn, ahd hath no'ground at 
all in Scripture. It is fat trom Pre- 

ſumption to believe what God hath 
declared and promiſed ; for this 1s 

our Duty: It 4s no Preſurzption to 

tpply the general Promiſes of For- 

K 2 givenels 


P. 493- 
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giveneſs of Sins to our ſelves; for 
without that, they cannot reach to 
our caſe, and therefore cannot afford 
ſufficient ground of inward. Peace 


_ and fatisfattion of Mind: It. is no 


P.-105. 


Preſumption to rely upon the truth of | 
Divine Promiſes, nor to depend up- | 
on our Blefſed Saviour for the per- | 
formance of them; for this 1s con- | 


ſequent upon our Perſuaſion that 


theſe Promiſes are Divine : But yet 


it may be great Preſumption to con- 
clude, that a Mar's Sins are forgiven 
becauſe he believes that they are for- 
giver, being laid upon Chriſt : Foron 
what 1s this ConneCtion founded? 
Where is it revealed? And if to be- 
lieve a thing without ground be Pre- 
ſumption, this muſt be ſo. 

But Dr. Criſp urges that Scripture, 
While we were yet Sinners Chriſt died 
for us : If thou art a Sinner therefore, 
Chriſt died. for thee. And how then? 
muſt every Sinner believe, -not only 
that Chriſt died for him, and that 
his Sins are forgiven, and if he can 
believe this, it is a mark of his E- 


teftion ; and' what follows ; then, 


here 
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here is univerſal Redemption aſſert- 
ed 1n its full extent ; and what is 
more, here 1s an univerſal Ele&ion 


'too, if all Men can believe that their 
-v1NS are forgiven: At leaft it is a 
Z Conditional Election; and that is 
q ground enough for Preſumption as 
q to all ſuch as can believe that their 
g Sins are forgiven. What can hin- 


der any Man more from Repentance 
and forſaking his Sins, than to be 
told, that the firſt At of Saving Faith 


15 to believe that his Sins are for- 


given? But the Goſpel preaches Re- 
pentance in order to Remiſſion of 
Sins; for when Chriſt ſent abroad 
his Apoſtles to preach to the World, 


the Meſſage was,, That Repentance Luk 24.47, 


and Remiſſuon of Sizs ſhould be preach- 
ed in his Name among all” Nations, 
Not that Men were to believe that 
their Sins are already forgiven, be- 
ing laid upon Chriſt in his Suffering, 
although the Suffering of Chriſt be 
mentioned juſt before. And when 


'S. Peter had the Holy Ghoſt upon 


him, and ſpake of the Sufferings of 
Chriſt, it 1s obſervable what pre- 
K 3 {ently 
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AXtt.2:35, 


the Lord. What a different account 
is this from believing that your Sins 
are forgiven, and.you may be ſure 
they are forgiven? And upon the 
very day of Pentecoſt, he ſaid, Re- 


pent and be baptized every one of i| 


you in the Name of Jeſus Chriſt, for 


Of the Sufferings Part bh 
_ aft. 3.19 ſently follows, Repert. ye. therefore 
and. be converted, that your Sins'may 
be blotted out, when the times of re- 


freſhing ſhall COHE from the preſence of © n 


the Remiſſion of Sins. Here 1s not 


only Repentance required for the 


Remiſlion of Sins; but Baptiſea too. | 
And 1s not the Baptiſmal-Covenant | 


a Condition on our parts? It muſt 
he a mere piece of Pageantry, and 
an infignificant Ceremony, if it doth 
not imply a Stipulation on the part 
of thoſe who are baptized. And 
what 1s a Stipulation, but a Federal 


Condition ? ſo that thoſe who ex- | 


clude Conditions from the Cove- 
venantof Grace, muſt make nothing 
of the Baptiſmal Covenant, as to a- 


ny real Obligation on the Confci- - 
ences of Men. And how can thoſe | 


be accounted Chriſtians who do ſo? 


Theſe 


;-- Part II. of CH RAS+T:. | 


Theſe things are ſo. plain in Scri- 
2x | pture, that wonder how thoſe can 
e- | account it" the Rule of their Faith 
of - | who. deny:'them; but, whatever 
nt - | fuch Men pretend they muſt take up 
ns || their Theological Meaſures, as they 
re | call them, fome other way. | And it 
he I is not hard to.gueſs what it is which 
2 © makes ſuch : DoErines ſo Popular 
of | with thoſe, ' who have a mind tore- 
for | concile the Practice of gainful, and 
ot | trading, and faſhionable Sings with 
he |} an Intereſt: in Chrift z which is caſi- 
ly done, if no'more be neceflary to 
int | Remiſfſion of Sins, but fach' a Faith 
uſt | whereby they believe their Sins are 
nd. I already pardoned. 


= 


th Whether this be the Reaſon of 


art & fome Mens liking ſuch Doctrines 
nd } above others I cannot ſay; but it is 
ral & no wonder if they ſhould; and it is 


x- || a dangerous Temptation for others 
7e- || to preach ſuch pleaſing Opinions, 
ng || eſpecially when they are covered 0- 
a- | ver with the very {pecious Pretence 


ci- - | of advancingthe free Grace of God; 
Je | which muſt be free indeed 1f no 
0? | Conditions be required on our parts. 
- K 4. But 


UMI - 1994 


"I 


136 


But then' methinks they might -/as 
well exclude a-Condition withoutas 
well as: within them 3 and fo there 


would be no need of the: Satisfa&ti- 


_ .on of Chriſt. For the Abſolute Pro- 


miſes of the New Covenant, on 


which ſomuch weight 1s laid (with- 
out comparing them with other pla- 


ces of Scripture) ſpeak no more of | 
Chriſt's Sufferings than they do.of a- |} 


ny Conditions in us: But to thisth 


think they have a full Anſwer by at-. 


tributing ta God ſuch a' ſort of Vin- 


didive Juſtice, as requires an abſo- |} 
lute, and rigid, and perfect Satisfa- | 
&ion inthe ſame kind;for the Sins | 
of Mankind. Now this one would 


think doth not agree well with the 
Notion of Debts (already examin- 
ed) far what ſort of Vindidive Ju- 


ſtice is that, which makes Debts fo | 


neceſlary, to be paid tothe utmoſt Far- 

thing 2 But Dr. Criſp hath put both 

theſe together in ſeveral places. * 
The truth is, ſaith-he, where-ever 


: bir 5s, the Juſtice of i God will have 


plenary Satisfaion 5; for all the Sins 
31 the World God-will-have full Sa- 
| > 3 tisfaGion 
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tisfation either by the Sinner himſelf 
or by ſome Suyety'for him ; Chriſt, ſee- 
e | ing be hath taken the Sins of the Ele 
i- | #por him, he muſt pay the full value, 
0- and his pay muſt be as full as the Re- 
IM | probates in” Hell, God will have the 
h- #* utmoſt Farthing. 0 
a- | - Again, When Chriſt came into the p. 434. 
of | 'World, he paid down ready Money all 
a- | af once, he paid” for every Parcel at 
ey | one Payment ; God hath all from'bim, 
at- | as they ſay, in ready Caſh. wg 
in- | And again, From the aFual laying ©: 357 
ſo- | Iriquity upon Chriſt, at that inſtant 
ia- = when he was upon; the Croſs, God nail- 
ins | ed the Sins of Men to the Croſs of 
uld Chriſt ; and from that time, there was 
the not one S$intobe reckoned, either to Be- 
in- E levers, who are the Members of Chriſt, 
Ju- | or to Chriſt himſelf; he having made 
{0 SatisfaFion, and upon it given out to 
*ar- | theWorld, it is finiſhed. What is fi- 
oth niſned 2 It is the payment of the Price 
& ſo long look'd for: theutmoſt Farthing 


ever | ' 3s now laid down. 
22ve | But in other places he heaps of 
Sins Chriſt's wearing out the Rod of Ven- p_,,, 


$4- geance to the very Stumps : And of 
<;{ God's 
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P. 274 God's Juſtice, as a, Blood-hound fol- 


lowing the Scent of\ Blood, and. ſeizes 
wheze-ever he finds it, 1f Chriſt take 
our Blood upon him, Juſtice will. fol - 
low him, and ſeize upon him, aj if be 
vo been the very Perſon aFing the 
in. 
What mean and unworthy Repre- 


ſentations are theſe of the Dizine | 


Tuftice, which is: always accompa- 


nied with InfiniteWiſdom); and adts . 


not here for Vengeance but to pre- 
ventiit! God hath great, and: wiſe, 
and: becoming Ends to all the Di- 


vine Perfeftions in the Sufferings of | 
Chriſt for us in order to our Redem- | 


ption and Salvation. But ſuch kind 
of Notions as theſe, made Men aþb- 
hor the Notion of Satssfa#ior, and 
gave all the advantages which they 
ever had againſt it. Therefore, if 
we would defend it fucceſsfully, we 
muſt have a great deal of care not 
to run upon theſe Antinomian Prin- 


ciples; which muſt unavoidably_ 


carry us into ſuch Abſardities, which 
will make our Adverſaries inſult and 
traumph ; as we findthey do in-their 

late 
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late Pamphlets, when ever they en- 
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counter this Notion - of SatisfaCtion. 
And they would make the World 


| believe, that there is no other; 


which is a piece of Artifice in them: 
and if ever they prevail in their Un- 


z dertakings,” it muſt be only with 
g ſuch Perſons who have eſpouſed 
J ſuch an indefencible Notion of it. 


For the ſtrength of all they ſay a- 
gainſt the DoEtrine of SatisfaFion in 


the moſt corre& Edition of the:Raco- Catech. 
 vian Catechiſm, (which if they have — 
any, is to be Jook'd on as the Stan- * *? 


dard of their Doarine) 1s, thatthe 
Payment of the utmoſt Farthing muſt 


..exclude- all Conditions on our ſide; 
ſo that the Notion of Satisfaction 


doth lay the Foundation. of Artino- 


 mianiſm : which Dr. Criſp very well 


ſaw, and therefore by juſt Conſes 


' quence built his Doctrine upon it. 


} 
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CHAP. Ill. . 


The State of the. Socinian Contro- 

_ * verſy Explam'd, with reſpe to 
the preſent Differences among 
Diſſenters about it. 


Ha g thus far endeavoured to 
XL lay open the Myſtery of Anti- 
nomianilnm, and thereby to remove 
the falſe Principles on which the 
Dodtrine of SatisfaFion hath been 
maintained, I now come more cloſe- 
ly to conſider the Charge of Sociru- 


ziſm upon thoſe who have appear- 


ed moſt vigorouſly againſt it. A- 
mong theſe, in your Appeal , you 
have fingled out Mr. Baxter, who 
was 'remarkable for his Succeſsfull 
writing againſt them ; and Mr. Dar. 
Wilkams, who hath made himſelf 
known to the World by his Exa- 
mination of Dr. Cr:iſp's Opinions, 
[ do not fay it is upon that Account 
that you have endeavoured to re- 
preſent them, as yielding toq much 
rQ 


ons a bel ae. ee. Yes ons BS oe. ES. mot. 


OO RT I oo OE CuIoSn Try THR © * 


Partl, of CHRIST. 
"to the: Sociniansz. for you declare 
- againſt ſome of them your ſelf with 
- great vehemency z but I may fay, 
and hope to make it out, that, it 


L 


hath been only a. miſtaken appfe- 


q | 
' henfion of the trueſtate of the Con- 
$ | trovyerſy, which hath been the oc- 
| * caſion of all theſe Heats, and. that 
' there 1s no Cauſe for any real Dif- 
O FF ference among thoſe who 'are not 
- |K Artinomians; either in the Princi- 
'E ples, or the Conſequences which fol- 
We low from them. 5 
N And therefore I ſhall immediately 
& apply my ſelf to the ſeveral Heads 
4 of your Appeal in the Order you . 
[- have placed them; and bring under 
\; each of them the Matters which lie 
oy diſperſed in your Book. 
W (1.) About Chriſt's Suffering s being 
Mm. a proper Puniſhment of our Sins. 
Tf As to this -yorf® produce ſeveral 
wy Paſſages out of Mr. Baxter's Wri- 
IS, tings ; wherein he denies Chriſt's 
nt Sufferings to have been a proper Pu- 
4 niſhment of our Sins, but only ſaith 


that they were Improperly, Analogical- 
| | ly. 


ff © 
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ly, and Mateiially. Penal + that. onh. 


Sins were not a proper Meritorious 
Cauſe, but only Occaſional of Ohriff's 
Sy ſerings 3 : and that they were Tot 
the Oblie ation of *4 Law, but 


y from his Solavters Undertaking ; 


onl- go 
pu that Mr. Williams follows him . 


in thoſe Notions. 
him only as #he Acceſſory, and the 
other the Principal. 

In Examining this matter, we have 
two things to conſider. 

x. In what Senſe this 1s aſſerted 
by Mr. Baxter. | 

2. How far this Senſe doth over- 
throw the Dottrine of Satisfation 
and Mr. W. is concerned it; 

r. Asto the Senſe in which theſe 
things are aſſerted by Mr. Baxter, 
For which we muſt have recourſe 
to his Writings, where. he hath de- 
livered his Opinion moſt clearly. 
I paſs over therefore his Aphoriſms, 
becauſe he declared afterwards, that 
he had expreſſed his Mind mote ful- 
ly in his other Books z ef pectally in 
his- Corfeſſnon of f Faith: purpoſely 
written for the clearing of himſelf, 

In 


For you look or . 


| Part, of CHRIST. . 
= In that Book, he owns, þ. 3. that 


ir in his younger days , he was near 
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_ being erſnared by the Antinomian 
Do@rines ; but afterwards he found 
them to be not only falſe but darthe- 

rows, and' very apt to prevail upon 
weak and mjudicions Minds, which 
excited hjs Zeal againſt thent ; "which 
expoſed him, as he ſaith, ſo much to 
the Hatred and Reproaches of thoſe 
who favour'd them. 

In the Confeſ/zon of his Faith; -Þ. 12. 
he expreſly owns not. only y Chriſt to 
be God and one with the AT but 
that taking our Nature pon him, he 
gave up himſelf a Sacrifice for our Sine, 
and a Ranſom for us wn ſuffering 
Death upon the Croſs. And after- 
wards, p. 152. he ſets down the Az- 
t1:0-1ay Dofrine on one fide, the 
Socinian on the other, and his own 
as the Tenth in the middle. The 
Antinomia#, is thus delivered. Je- 
ſas Chriſt ſatisfied God s Tuſtice asgs! 
the Perſon of all his Ele, ſo that i: 
Law ſenſe and God's Acconnt , they 
themſelves did ſatisfy in and by Chr if. 
So that Chriſt's Sufferings were the Jud 
an 


| Of- the Sufferings Pte Wu 
and proper Execution of the threatring 


| of the. Law Fo Man ; and ſo acquits 


them ipſo fato, on the meer Suffer- 
ing; 'and ſo it is theirs as paid and 
fuſfered by Chriſt, and accepted by God, 
without or before any further means 0 
Conveyance. or Applicationto give them 
a Right in it, or to its Fruits. 

| he Socinian Dodrine is thus ex- 
prefled. That Jeſus Chriſt did not 
undergo any. Penalty for our Sins, as 
the Meritorious, or Pro-meritorious 
Cauſe, but only as Occaſions and 
that he did not make any Satisfation 
to God's Juſtice for us, but only ſuffer 
. from the cruelty of wicked Men, and 
zot as from a - Juſt and offended 
God: and ſet us.a Copy or Example 
of Patience by his Death for our Imi- 
tation. | 761 

_ That which he puts down as the 
Truth 1s this. © Jeſus Chriſt as the 
Publick Sponſor did bear the Puniſh- 


rent deſerved by the Sins of the World," 


and made to his. Father a Satisfation 
ſufficient for all, T need not repeat 
' any more in this place ; this being 
 fufficient to ſhew that he did reje&t 

the 
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I Parcll. of CHRIST. 


the Sociman DoFrine ;, and:owned 
that Chriſt. did: bear the:Puniſhment 
deſerved by Mankind, and made. full 
watrisfaFion to the: Father.' :: | 

You may {ay, if 15 720' NEWS for 
\Mr. Baxter: #o be charged with: contra- 
4:Ging himſelf; And it is. poſlible 


J for a Man:who writes much, and 
8 lives long,-to fall into ſuch different 
ways of Expreſling his Mind as by:o- 


thers may be taken for Self-contra- 


| difzons which really are not ſo; 


But this muſt be.narrowly examin'd, 
leſt we do Him or:the Truth injury. 
We. muſt therefore. confider- the 
force of thoſe -Expreiiions you'pro- 
duce'out of him... * + 4 

.. In his Me#hodzs Theologie you lay, 
x hat he expreſly declares that the Suf- 
ferings of Chriſt as to the Reaſon of the 
thing, were only a Natural Evil nn- 
dergone by Occaſion,” and the. remote 
Cauſality of the Sins. of Mankind, 
Not that our Sins deſerved his Puniſh- 
ment ; but becauſe unleſs our Sins had 


deſerved Puniſhment he had not under- 


gone it, . Becauſe there is no proper 


Puniſhment but for| Sin; and ſo the 
L 


Suffer- 
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ſenſe. 


ment in an Improper and Analogical 


This Topo ya of wine you cite 
out of him to ame purpoſe 
you quote his Book of Unioaſu 
Redemption, lately printed, but long 
fince written; as appears by the 


* Poſiſcript to his Aphoriſms, and by 


the Book it (elf. | 
The chief Expreſtion in it, p. 91. 


is, That Chriſt's Sufferings had: no 
proper Meritorious Cauſe, but yet man's | 


Srns were the Pro-cauſa Meritoria z 


he. undertook to bear that _ Suffering, | 


which for them was due tous (not to 
him.) And therefore when I ſay be 
bore the Sufferings due to us, I mean 
z materialiter ozly; ſuch Sufferings 
for kind and weight he bore, but his 


Obligation to bear theme was only from 


his own Sponſton, and not . from the 


Of the Sufferings Part II. | 
 Sufferings of Chriſt are only Puniſh- 


a «A Xx, Ca —_ 


Law. From theſe.paſſages, youlay, il 


you fear a Deſogn in ſome Followers a- 


gainſt the DoFrine of a Real, Full, 


and Proper Satisfaction to God's Tu- 

ſtice for onr Sins. To which it is Ef- 

ſential, that Chriſt's Sufferings be me 
| an 


Part Il. of CHRIST 


oft and properly Penal ; and that our 
wal || Sins be the near In oor Meritorious 
\ |} Canſe of them; and that theObligati- 

on therennto ariſe from the ſan#0n of 


the Law. This latter part muſtbe 
examined afterwards. 

_ . 2, I now.come to confider how 
far this overthrows the DoErine of 
Satisfaction. To which I anſwer, 

x. It doth not appear how this 
touches Mr. D. W. the Principal in 
the Accuſation ; although you ſup- 
poſe him but an Acceſſory in the 
DoF#rine. And therefore-it ought 
to have been made out, that Mr. W. 
had eſpouſed theſe Notionsof Mr. B. 
for he might follow him in other 
things, and find reaſon to dillent 

from him in this. Therefore 1 ex- 
efted to find ſome Proof that Mr. 

"WY. had faid the ſame things asto 

.* this matter, which Mr. B. had done. 


F> | - But you only produce the Complexi- 
7 on of his Writings, and their tendency 
ul, ant his Notions, Phraſes, Terms and 
Jn Arenments to prove this Charge : from 
A whence you infer, That he muſt with 

J 


properly 
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Mr. B. deny Chriſt's Sufferings to be + 
2 


Of the Sufferings 'Part HW. 
properly ' Penal. * Now.\L appeal to | 
your ſelf, whether 1n a. matter of 
ſuch Conſequenceas you. apprehend 
this to be, 'it be juſt and+ reaſonable 
to. charge. one man with another's 
Opinions from general -Preſumpti- 
ons and Surmiſes ? Eſpecially when 
he frequently owns the . Sufferings 
of Chriſt - to be. a Puniſhment: for 
-our Sins, in oppoſition to. the Soci- 
21an.DoErine: - Either Mr. B's Do- 
.Grine as to this Matter -falls in with 
the Socinians or 1t doth: not ; it not, 
.why. ſo much heat againſt it 2 It 
doth -,. Mr. W. utterly difowns itz 
for he expreſly rejed&s the Socimarn 
Notion-:;, as will appear by theſe 
places which I have obſerved in 
him... Ih the firſt place he makesno 
ſuch-DiſtinQions of a Pro-wzeritorious 
Cauſe and: Analogical Puniſhments as' 
Mr. B. did. And he aflerts Chriſt's: 
Sufferings to be a Puniſhment for ous 
Sins, in ſeveral places; as in theſe 
Man made Words : But he was willing. to bear | 
Righteous the Puniſhment of our Crimes, that 
þ +'" thereby be might merit our Forgiveneſs. 

True, it was for Sin or it We not been 
neceſſary 3 


1.48 
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Part.” of CHRIST. 
| #ereſſary 5 <nor' yet 'a Puniſhment; Kc. 
Again, Chriſt ſuffered the utmoſt Pu- '* 
niſhment which Juſtice required, and 
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God propoſed for the Expiation of fin. 


And when heiwas accuſed of Princi- 


ples tending tO S ocinianiſm, he gave 


this Anſwer.” The Socinian Prinici- 
I ples are ſummarily reduced to that of 


the: Trinity; and that” of Chriſt's $4- 


tis faction. \ They deny the Deity of 
Chriſt as the" Son of God. by Eternal 


Generation, we affirm it 3 they deny 


the Perſonality of the . Holy Ghoſt,” we 


affirn it. * The malice of our Adwverſa- 


res cannot: pretend fo Touch us here. 


The Socinians deny that Chriſt died a 
proper Sacrifice for Sin, we affirm it. 
They deny that Chriſt's Suſferings were 
the Puniſhment of our Sins, we affirm 
it, They deny that Chriſt ſatisfied 


Divine Tuſtice, or died in our place, 


we affirm that he ſatisfied Juſtice, and. 
"that Chriſt died in our place and ſtead. 


Andin another place, [ aſſert Chriſt's 


Offerings to be Puniſhment ſatisfa@Fory 
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18. 


, 229; 


to Tuſtice for our Sins. And you tell Anfw. to 
me,that you agree with me, That the -: yo 
trae Controverſy between the Soct- Apreal, 


£3 mans Þ: 1: 
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Of the Sufferings Part II, 
i4n5 and us lies here, Whether the 
Sufferings of Chriſt were to be con- 
ſidered as a Puniſhment for our Sing, - 
or as Dominion only over an Innae- 
cent Perſon in order to his Advance- 


ment to: Glory. If you agree in. 


this, and Mr.W. ſo freely owns that 
Chriſt's Sufferings were a Puniſhment 
for our Sins ;- how'come you to ſuf 
pe&& that his Notions tend to Sort 
mianiſm ? And in his late An;mad- 
verſions on your Defence of the Re- 
port, p. 80, he ſaith, That be joyned 
with his Brethren in ſaying tht the 
Puniſhment of our Sins was inflicted 
on Chriſt ; that God might without 
injury to his Juſtice, pardon and ſave 
Penitent Believers. Is this a Socini- 
an Error £ Or is a Word wanting to 
make Chriſt's Sufferings proper Puniſh- 


ments £ Nay, what is it to anſwer | 


for our Violations * Is not to anſwer 


for our Sins another thing than Socini- 


ans hold # Ewen this is no leſs than 


ſuffering the Puniſhment of our , Sins 5 
:f we were for violating the Law undev 
zts Obligations to ſuffer thofe Puniſh- 


wents. 


wad 7. OS vo 
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- But yon may ſay, That af this 3s 
meer Sophiſtry, and that he means on- 
ly Puniſhment Materially and Analo- 
gically, as My. B. doth, although he 


finds it neceſſary to be more cantions 
tend reſerved 1n his Expreſſions : but 


I ſee no cauſe for ſuch a ſuſpicion as 


{| toMr. W. Tcome therefore, 


 C2..) To confider whether Mr. 
Baxter's own words do lay him open 
to the ſuſpicion of going too far to- 
wards the Socrmans in this matter. 
For, -in this caſe we muſt diſtinguiſh 
the __ Notion of Puniſhment 
from a {tri& and Philoſophical ſenſe 


of it. The Scripture ſpeaks in ge- 


neral of Chriſt's bearing our Sits, and 
our Iniquities being laid upon him, and 
: 


not a word of ſtri# and proper Pu- 
ziſbment ; but of that which was Ap- 


- Pointed and Accepted in order to 
Atonement for our Sins, as the Im- 


pulſeve Cauſe, becauſe the Nature of 
the Expreſſions do imply it ; which 
becomes Meritorious by his volunta- 
ry undertaking it. 

_—_ Tr But 


1 for ns, &c. but. 
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Meth. 
Theol. 
Part 3.c:1. 
Def. 5. 


1 Of the Sufferines Part, 
But Mr.' B. it .feems could:not ſa- 


tisfy himſelf with the General Terms | 


of Scripture ; : but" was:reſolvedi.to 
enquire-into the Naturs 'and Re 
of the thing it ſelf; and\from-thenee 
he found theſe things, -as to Sin and. 
Puniſhment ; which he! thought fu 
to be conſidered: | 

1. That Puniſhment is a Natural 
Evil | inflited for  a' Moral Ewl, 


wherein the Matter is the Evil it ſelf 


as Natural; the) Form, as he calls it, 

the Reſpe & to the Meritorious Canſe;' 
123 Tha the Name of Puniſhment is 

init ſelf 'ambiguous ;/ ole zt relates 


to Puniſhment juſtly infliffed, and that 


' which 1s "#ot;, the” former 5s propey 


Puniſhment, the 24''7s only Analog 
cally*ſo." Here - Analogical. Pungfh- 
nt 15-that which isunjuſtly inflic- 
ed, if'it-be therefore Juitty it muſt 
be” proper Puniſhment.” 

3. The firſt and mo ot Satur of ſou 


of Puniſhment is,” when the Offen 


himſelf ſuffers for his Fault; but ore 


-1ay be two: other Reaſons of Puniſh- 
ment, which he calls Analogical ; -be- 
cauſe they do not imaediately follow 
Perſona! 
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Perſonal Guilt 5, and thoſe are either 


From nearneſs of Relation; as SubjeFs 


for Princes, and Children for Parents 


or by voluntary Sponſion, as.in vicari- 


0#9. Puniſhments.* (By which we are 
_ not tounderſtand, as:you ſeem toe- 
ſtimate, that which 1s vice pere,-or cc. 
IofliG:on inſtead:of Puniſhment, but Rep. 
it isa Real Puniſhment by Subſtitu- 


tiow:of one 'in the* place of ano- 
thee.) 5 77 big: fg, 
From, hence he inferrs, That ſmce 


Chriſt did not ſuffer us a Sinner, there- 


fore his Puniſhment: could not bepro- 


per in the ſtrieſt ſenſe ; .and ſo it muſt 
be Analogical, becauſe wot immediate- 
ly conſequent upon ' the Fault,” but by 


the Voluntary AG of another perſon. 
_ For, 7 the Reaſon of the thing he al- 
Lows only the Sinner himfelf to be:ca- 


pable of the Puniſhment ;| 1. e."in the 
primary ſenſe of it. Butif he thatun- 
dergoes the Puniſhment for another 


by his. own A&, be juſtly puniſhed 
_ upon his voluntary Sponſion, then, 
I fay, the Faultof another becomes 


a meritorio#s Cauſe as to him, or there 
muſt be juſtice in the Puniſhment. 
ET For 
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134 


Def. 7. 


| le calls ( 


"F4 


For he diſtinguiſhes between 4a Pe- 
riſhment upon « falſe Imputation, which 


Onjuft, but Analogical ; and 
« Puniſhment of another by Conſent, 
which he calls Analogical , but not 


Unjuft. But if the Puniſhment be 


juſt, the Cauſe muſt be juſt'; it conld 


not be juſt with reſpe&-to his own 
Fault, for none is ſuppoſed ;_there- 


_ fare there may be a juſt Puniſhment 


for another's Fault; and if ſo, that 
may be truly ſaid to be the Merito- 
VIOWS Cauſe of it, and rodes mee et 
4 proper Puniſhment, although ior a- 
ef ek Fault. But that which led 
Mr. B.- into the denying of it was, 


the Antinomians making Chriſt #o un- 
dergo the proper Puniſhment of our 


Si," becauſe our Perſonal Guilt was 
according to them transferred upon 
him, but he finding this Principle 
to be the Foundation of Artinomias 


ziſur, and that this could not be true, 


he therefore denied Chriſt's Punih- 


zent tobe proper, as it is oppoſed to 


Amnalogical. For he ſaith, That :z: 4 


4 proper ſenſe our Sins could never be 


the Sims of Chriſt, becauſe the ſame Ac- 


cident 
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cident camnot belong to divers SubjeRs. 


Which is true; but from thence he 


concludes, That fre our Sins could 
not be i Chriſt, he could not be ſaid to 


be properly puniſhed for thent;, fince the 


Guilt of the Fault as fuch muſt flick to 
the Sinner, but the Guilt of the Fault as 
he Puniſhment may be transferr d - 
and becauſe there can be no Puniſhment 
without reſpe# to a Fault, therefore he 


ſaith they were Analogical Punifhments 


on the Account of the Sins of Mankind, 
But then, as youtruly cite his words, 


he makes our Sins uot to be the Meyi- 
torious Cauſe of them, but « kind of pro- 
| oh al Cauſe. 

 Butwe muſt do him right, ſo far 
as to take notice, that in ſtating the 


| Socinian Contraverſie, he makes it to 


conſift, in denying that Chriſt did un- 
dergo any Penalty for our. Sins as the 
Meritorious or Pro-meritorious Cauſe, 
but only as Oggafions. And yet here 
he makes the Pro-rweritorions Cauſe 
. and the Occaſional to be the ſame; 
and he denies, That our Sins were 
the Meritorious Cauſe ;, but only becauſe 
if we had not ſinned he had not ſuffe- 
red. 2 Theſe 


\ Theſe Expreſhions,' T grant; taken” 


alone, viel too'much to the Socin-" 
#115, who/do. not: deny our Sins to 


have: been' « Remote, Impulſfeve and 


Occafronal:Canſe 'o if Chriſt s Sufferimgs > 


but deny them to be the Meritorious 
Core of them, © + ek & 

\What then? muſt we e give up Mr." 
B. tothem?: By no means. For how: 
could'he be a Socin7ar who fo frank-: 
ly'on. 'all occafions owned the: Do-! 
Arines of. the Trinity and SatisfatFi- 
048 -But theſe things may, be ſaid 
for His Vindication... 

I:\ That by laying all the Paſſages 

_ together , he'muſk mean ſorhethi 


more'by hisPro-meritoriousC Cauſe than 


merely a Remote Occaſronal Canfſe ; 
becauſe, in ſetting. down the Socint- 
an Do@rine, he'plainly diſtinguiſh- 
es between the Boarder ow Cauſe 
and the Occaſions ; and ſaith, the So- 
cinians allow one and not the other. 
How can this be, if they were the 
fame? How came his Pro-mreritorions 
Cauſe to be in one place 'the fame 
with Occaſional, and in the other as 
diſtin from it as the Socinian Do- 
Frine 


Of- the Sufferings Patt TIE" 
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Part IM. of CHRIST. 


Frine. 1s from ours? ; Therefore it 1s 


butareaſonable Interpretation of his 
latter. words, . toi ſuppoſe. that he 
meant more than that our Sins were 


| 'only 2-Remote Occaſion of Chriſt S. 


Sufferings: | IR: 

2. A Meritorious Canſe may; be. AE 
bdered © two ways. © 

I. Antecedently,to.any ſY: od op 
Yicors and. as» it relates\,to _ 
what follows from the nature ons the 
thing of which Mr. B. ſpeaks: 
fo, « Nath Guilt 1s or only youu 


| torious Canſe of Prniſhmentar. for 


that doth naturally. belong; to- it, 
and Puniſhment can. be only deſer- 
ved by. it, as Mr. B. truly, obſerves., 
I; Conſequently. to. the Legiſlas 
tor's AC in admitting another by his 
own Conſent to undergo the Puniſh- 
ment which the Offender deſerved; 


8 and ſo the Law transferrs the Guilt 


of the Puniſhment to. the Innocent 
Perſon: without. any Injuſtice z as 
Mr. B. confeſſes; when he allows w;- 
carious Puniſhments : : or one ſuffe- 
ring by voluntary Sponſion 10 ano- 
ther's place. Now 1n this caſe, no 
Man 
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of the Suftrngs Pare IN, 
Man can ſay, that Antec ritly'the 
Fault of thi Offender was 5 amy niofe 


than an Occaſional Cauſe of theInno- || 


cent Perſon's es, - but takin 

all together, when he is admittedto 
ſaffer in the place of the Guilty, the 
Law with the Paniſhment makes the 
Impulſe bve Cauſe become Meritorions, 
as it is the immediate Reaſon of his 
Sufferings. The only Queſtion then 


&$,-whether this can properly be |} 
called a Meritorious Cauſe. Toan- | 


Hyerthis; that Expreſſion may beta- 
ken in two Senſes. | 
7. In the ſ{tri&- and proper Senſe, 


unit it follows Perſonal and tink. 


rent Guilt; and this your ſelf deny 
to have been in Chriſt. © 

2. In the Senſe of the Law; and 
fo that which is the near Impulfive 
Cauſe may be truly ſaid to be 
Meritorious, as to his Sufferings; 
For our Sins were the immediate 
Reaſons of them; | becauſe © they 
made it ah A& of Juſtice, which o- 


therwiſe had been only an A&@ of | 


Power and Dominion. 


2. The 
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| ex of CHRIST. 
=P The main Point in Controver- 
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n ns and” the Sociniens, is 


and Pro-weritorious Canſe, and how 
- they are to be diſtinguiſhed- from 
each other z nor about the moſt 
ſtri& and proper Senſe of Puniſh- 
| ment, which muſt ſuppoſe Inherent 
Guilt, which cannot be in the Caſe 
| That the fappoſition's falſe end ly 
t the ſup nis falſe and b 
phemons ;) but it is, whether Chriſt 
did really undergo the Puniſhmentof 
- | our Sins, in order tothe being aSa- 
ſe crifice of Atonement for them. And 
he. |. in this, we have Mr. B's Conſent 
ny exprefled on all Occaſions ;- and 
© | ſomeLiberty muſt be allow'd toMe- 
and | faphyſical Heads to ſhew their Skill in 
rye | DiſtinQions above other Men and 
be | ſometimes, when there is no cauſe 
os; | forthem. But wemuſtnot preſent- 
iate | 1y charge Men with Herefie for-new 
hey |- invented DiſtinQions; wherein they 
\o- | maybe allowedto pleaſe themſelves, 
> of | fo they do not camber the Faith 
| with them; nor be too ſharp upon 
their Brethren for not apprehending 
the uſe of them. There 
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i*F not: about the Senſe of a Meritorious 


160 


the Hiſtory of the Synod. of Dart, 


which may not be improper in:this 


place... There ,were'in one: of the 


$ Lubber- 
rus. | 
I. Macco. 
vIus. 


Univerfities of that Country two 
Profeſſors; both very warm and ex- 


treamly zealous for that which they 


accounted the oft. Orthodox  Do- 
Frine; but it happened, that one 
of theſe. accuſed: the: other before 


the Synod for no fewer than 50 Er- 


rors, [tending to Socimaniſm,. Pela+ 


gianiſar , &c. and wonderful Heat 


there was on both ſides. At laſt;: a 
Committee ' was appointed to exa> 
min this dreadful Charge, .and upon 


Examinations they found no ground. 


for the Charge of Socinianiſze. or a+ 
ny other Hereſie, but only that" he 
had afferted too much ; the uſe of 
Ambiguous and wp 4.6 Terms; 
and endeavoured to bring 1n : the 
way of the School-men in his Wri- 
tings; and therefore the Synod dif- 
miſsd him, with that. prudent Ad- 


vice, rather to keep to the Language 
of the Scriptures than of the Schools, 


I ſhall make no Application. 
Where 


© Of the Suffering Partll, | 


There is a remarkable .Story-in | 


ac as k__ 6%n fwd hols jHend heal 
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| Partll. of CHRIST. 
| Where we ate'well affured, that 
Perſons keep' to' the main Point of 
| Faith, we ought to giye the moſt 
favoiirable Interpretation .to ſome 


appear'to have more- Subtilty and 

Art in them; for ſomie'Men. will, be 
| always ready to ſhew the goodneſs 
and ſtrength- of- their Eye-fight by 
diſtinguiſhing things quite out of the 
view of other Men; and ſometimes 
it is poſſible that they tnay take the 


”S diſtin Objets without them, All 
a> that 1 aitn- at is, to' keep Men as 
an much as may be, within the Bounds 
nd: | of theChriſtian Faith; without rai- 
wr ſing new Difficulties by new Phraſes 
he * and ' Sabtilties, which reach not tg 
of the Common Faith ; but if any wilt 
3 do ſo, let not others make more 


he F than there is, of ſuch Peculiarities, 


44 and preſently ſaſpe&that they. are 
i carryirig on Deſigns to undermine 
d- | the Fundamental Articles of onr Re- 
P ligion. " 29M 
Sf . 
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Shadows in their Eyes for real and 


* 
3% 
» 
- . 
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1.62 


P. 39. 


But-before I diſmiſs this Particu- 
lar, muſt take notice of what'you 
fay relating to it. nh+ 

As, (1.) That the Unitarians. i# 
otre of their. late Pamphlets do- ſay, 


| That though Chriſt, did not undergo 


Puniſhment properly ſo called, yet þ 
did ſo in a Popular Senſe of Puniſh- 


ment ;, and. ſo they grant as much as 


Tothis, I anſwer, That the-Caſe 
is not the ſame: For Mr. B. we find 
on all occafions aflerts Chriſt's being 
the Eternal Son of God, and taking 
our” Nature upon him: and bearing 
the Puniſhment deſerved by our Sing, 
and making Satisfaion to the Father 
fer the Sins of Mankind : Can any 

zitariafi (ay this and be ſtill an 
Qvritarian? 1 know their preſent 
Writers are a ſort of ſlippery Gentle- 
men, who will pretend to very 


fmooth things that you may take no 


hold of them, Andeven in the Ar- 
ticle of the Trinity, which they 


haveendeavoured with all their Buf- 


foonry to expoſe and Ridicule, now 
they find that wilk not do, they 
would 


Of the Sufferings Part I; 


DS EE 3 not en. wt ER ky en 14: &- OM Bf *v 1 


II, 


 Charch 
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Part Mt. of cxrtsh, __ - TVy 


; would fi tal come to, "Terms of Ac- 


commiodation, and chim the Be nefit 
of of POLE which. others, ſay 


are excuſed by. So in one of 
tel tel ? 


ateſt Pamphlets, weare told, 
That they profes to believe | the Artiele Thegroundt 


and occaſi- 


of the Trinity : they mayas well ſay, on: of the 
they profeſs to believe Tranſubſtantia- conirever- 


ſie CONCerNe 


tion; and may as well call them- {1,51 


elves Dzwvines of the Churchof of Rore nity ef God, 


as of the Church of En gland. For it * ** 


is inconſiſtent with More! Honeſty, 
'or the, robity of of a Def, for any 
Man who is.in his Heart an- -Onitari- 
an tO rope himſelf 2 Divine of the 
gland: for he. muſt be 
a Divine without Conſcience ,. or a- 
ny regard to the Faith or Worſhip 
which he joyns in the profeſſion of. 
For can any Church mote exprefily 
declare her Senſe as to the DoGrine 
of the. Trinity, than ours has:done, 
in her Articles, Creeds,  Doxologzes, 
Litanies, &c. , And can. any Men 
that ' ih their Hearts believe not a 
Tittle of it,. (as it hath been always 
ninderſtood in the Chriſtian Church) 


| yet profeſs themſelves to be D5vines - 


M 2 of 


164” 


erms and Words ; and therefore ate 


for taking them. in their own Senſe, and 


fo will interpret away our Creeds, 
and Articles, and Prayers if they 
can but 'firid out ſome kind of Senſe 
which they can underſtand them in. 


And by this new Invention a Man | 


may profeſs to believe a Gdd, and 
mean no more by it, than Spiroza 


did; fo that'there can®be no cer- 
tainty of any Mens Faith or Religi- 
on by their Profeffions and Sub- ' 


ſcriptions and outward-A&s of Wor- 
ſhip. | 


But, ſay they, Why may not ſome 


mens Explications be allowed as well 
as others ? Forvery good Reaſons; 
becauſe ſome mens Explications are 
conſiſtent with the Articles of Faith 
and others are not: and becauſe 
ſome men give not ſo much occafi- 
@n to {uſpect their Sincerity as others 


- Of the Sufferings Part IE, 

- of ſach a Cliurch > They may; bet- 
ter call themſelves Jews and 'Mabo- 

metant ; for they agree. far better 

with them as to the DoGrine'of the 

Trinity. But theſe Men of Siriceri- 

oJ only pretend . ot to litigate about 


oy wes 3 Qs 


dos 


d Sw gg an Ear, aw. oz Xx 
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Part Tt, of CHRTST. 565 
do: > arid'for this Cauſe I do think a 


- more favourable Senfe ought to be 


put on Mr. Baxter's words than on. 
theirs. t 
'But their: greateſt Clamour is, 
Thu ſuch Ext licatioz 's, are: allowed - P. 12, 2+ 
r arrant ritheiſm HD aud. al though 


» out of their Charit may. : forgt 
+ Trith iſ of theſe Faheny ple - 
; ex yet they Can never * 2a) Three 
Fonkd, Minds to be. "bus On od. 


But thEtrue Queſtion is hot, Whither 
Three nx As and Separate Minds 
make Three Gods: but whether Three 
Perſons in the Trazity doſo? ' And 
even Crelts himſelf *anld have told Crell. Eth. 
them, "Th "the holding Three Per- OO. 


3.c-2.10 


fons in one and the ore Lodioiduat* 79'S 
Effne, cannot make any real or perfect £4. 1681. 
ritheiſm. * And although he doth 
no allow. the Notion to be Trxe or 
5 tore yet he thinks the charge 
f Trithe:ſmz” doth not hold, becauſe 


F that cloſe and inſeparable union be- 


tween the' Perſons and the Divine Eſ- 

ſence. _ And although men may put 

a wrong Notio ids Perſon or Hy- 

potheſir; yet _ as they _ 
. ne 


rather inthe Ez 
; Te Te = 


e Trinity. "ORs ere 
ence. RA theſe, 


isa ANY 
ieve. ng \ Diſtin&i> 


bbs! 


n 2% of PER” at all ; and. although 


they. woulc now en 
bnly the. Whole 
the ond, 


1 £0. Dag 


RA Ther bu! Ja the re 
Ligiop ; ar That Dodrin ine Ot: 
nity which 4 Sag 2 

under the, vane af 
Thich wet 


by. tion of ity and. es Al ata 


contradif that,” cannot by. us beal- 


lowed the Benefit of their, Bxplice: 


tions. 


- 2.) You obj, That Legal Guilt 
Lying - x Tre Oligation to. Punzſhment 
we fog ſs 7 
Guilt muſs be ſuppoſed. as a neceſſary 
Gut fe +4 Gf this there 1 1s 
no Queſtion; for Sin and Puniſhment 
have a neceſſary Reſpet to. cach 


ther: : 
nd 


7 1 -. 


TOY) Oo weeds tet ao 


ment is ruſty inflifled, 


Ks 


+ 


*— 0648 Pr WV vv hs +: 


FPartdl. of CHRIST. 
-F other: but the Queſtion 'is ,- Whe- 
ther:Perſonal Guilt muſt be wrt 
at 


"Ln Tow 27 7 9-20-06 <0 TE 40-ID 25 FÞo ef 2 
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ſed'; 'for then it follows, either that 
Chriſt's Death could not be a Puniſh- 
ment for Sin in any true: ſenſe;''6f 
that our Perſonal Gazlt muſtbe tranſ< 
ferred upon Chrift, which you deny. 


|. But we ay that Purſbriert may be 
; juſtly«inflicted;,| where there was 4 


Tranſlation of Guilt by Relaxation 


| and: admitting a Mediator to-ſuffer 
in their:ſtead. : 


- But, fay yon, ReForal Juſtice doth 
effentially reſpe# the Law in its Di- 


| ſtribiitions, and never inflifs Suffer: 


ings on any but for Sin as their Meri- 


 torious Cauſe. If a Reffor ſentenceth 
any to Sufferings without a Regard td 


072," it 7s unjuſt. Whatever a'Sove- 
revge in exerting Atﬀs of Dominiox 
pray doin this caſe, a Refor cannot 
wſtly infli Sufferings on an Innocent 


have come up to the true ſtate of the 


Caſe between the Socinians and Us. 


For, whatever they ſometimes ſeem 
to pretend , they do not allow 
| M4. _ Chriſt 

: | ; 


167 


*xſon as ſuch." Here I grant , you 


Of-'the $ufferings \ Part 1, 
" ad $ Sifferirigs to have any Rev 
lation to. Juſtice as'a Puniſhment for 
Sin in any true Senſe: but only that 
they were the Exetciſe of God's D6- 
minion over”: him; or. of his) Sove- 
reign. Power.:\Its \true, they ſay 
_ that the Sims of Mankind maybe faid 
to have been.an Occaſional Cauſein 
this-Reſpe&t, that if we bad not Sin- 
ned; Chriſt had not Siffered ; bit this 
kind of Cauſe hath no Influenceup- 
off the -Effe& which follows: upon 
It; which is, produced by 'its»true 
and proper Cauſes, As for inſtatice, 
aModern Philoſopher, of great E- 
"ſeen? atnong ſome," hath aſferted;, 


that Mankind are ol tbe Occaſie Conal | 


Canſes of their own Senſations 5 1.'E. 
' that nothing done by us in Seeingor 
Hearing is the Cauſe of that weeall 
Senſation; but” that ſach a. Local 
Motion being ſuppoſed, God him: 
ſelfdoth immediately p roduce in'us 
. thoſe Ideas, which we call Senſati- 
' ons and ſo he'takes away all Effr- 
eaty from Second Canſes ps thereby 
makes Mankind to have lived under 
a perpetual Delufion, and God to 


4 3» 
£2 
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| Part]. SCHATST r69. 


be the Soil of the World. 'Bat'T 


- only mention it here to ſhew, that 


thoſe who aſſert ſuch Occaffonal Cay- 
ſer do take away all kind of Efficacy 
from-them.” For, - an" Occefonil 
Cauſe'is really no Cauſc kt \all;, but 
ſomething that is ſuppoſed'in- order 
to the true Caulſe's producing its Ef- 
feQ. ' As the Bleſſed Virgiti Mary 
being at Bethlehem i in the time of the 
Toerolment/\was the Occiftthil' Cauſe 
of our" $aviour's being! born' there; 
but will azy-one ſay,” that'this was 2. 


| Trae Calſe-of our Saviotif's *beirig 


born” at Bethlehem? And yet we 
may ſay," that if there had been no 
ſuch place as" Berhlehers , and the 
Blefled/Virgin' had not been there, 
he could not -have'been born there, 
And ſo the Fire of London was the 
Occaſional Canſe 'of the Monnment , 
For if there had been no Fire, there . 
had been no 'Monument ; but will 
any-man ſay therefore, that this was 
a Cauſe of the Monument 3 > The 
moſt that can be allowed to an Occa- 
ſonal Cauſe is to make it a Remote 
pF rue 003 and ſo the _T 
O 


120 Of the Sufferings, Part 11) 
of Mankind by-Sin was the Cauſe of 


_ Chriſt's Suffering ; as the Diſeaſes 
hs gone - ' Qccafional Cauſe 

of. the.;Stady 'and Praftice' of Phy+ 
fick : forif.there had been,no Dif 


eaſes , there would: have been. no © 


need of Phyſicians. ; And this is all 
that they.can make of our Sins being 
the Cauſes of Chriſts: Death; vis, 
that they were an Occaſion: of his 


coming ta-bear the Diſeaſes of Man- 


kind 3, which becauſe his Preaching 


- iDotirine of the Goſpel: cond | 


' not extend far enough o- Na: there- 


fore he thought fit to;confirm his 


Dodrine'by his Death; upon which 
followed the Preaching of it to the 
World; and upon that Repentance 
and Amendment of Lifez and ſuch 
a Power. .in-Chriſt as to. be able -to 
ſave all fuch as truly Repented. 

-.. This.1s the true Account of the 
Socinian S cheme, after all their Re» 
finings:of it in thelaſt Edition ofthe 
Racovian Catechiſm : by which it 


appears that they do' net allow the 


 Sufferings of Chriſt to be'a Puniſh- 
ment for $in-in any-true and proper 
Senſe 5 


; ckk f.CHRIST) TT 

Saſs by but only.an Aof arr 4g 
What; you fay, That a 

| 15a injtu@ jujily 

8 Tanacet 1 


fjering ju Es ; hh cl 
_ on: hims; 7 is the thing we a6 
fert "us! thenrs amd 3f he ſuffered 
 Juſily on that Account, then his Suf- 
ferings-were a true. and; proper. Pt 
piſhment.. For whatever i is mflicted 
Hom + A = ws althoug h'not inthe. 
moſt ſtrift.and/ proper + ſenſe which 
ſuppoſes i wherent Guilt. And this 
_ 154M that Crarive aud Voſavs: mean p. ,, .. 
in the. places you cite.out ofthem z 
"That our Sins. were an Ames 
dent;-and Impulfive :Cauſe as. £0 
Chrif 's$ufferings5 and ſo they wer 
: a _ true and-proper.Puniſhment z but 
- they. never -could. .imagin it in the 
molt/{tri& and: proper Senſe, for 
a 
| 


they never ſaid. that Chriſt ſuffered 
the. very/ ſame which we were"to 
have ſuffered ; which was Puniſh-' 
"VE" menk in the ſtri&teſi; Sen(e; but that 
__whih 


o 
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-vf be Spfring Pr i, 
which was: pri ry a Pur 
with reſpe&'to'Sin, and which 


Gol 
accepted asa full, perfe?, and fuffict- 
Bhd. Bn, 0 "of Maj: 
"The Sumimwof what T Fi ſaid'or 
this Argumentis'this; Thatthe moſt 
proper ſenſe'6f" 'Puniſhment's: that 
which belorigs itsi Perſonal 'Guilt : ; 
' fo that either'Ohriſt'could not ſuffer 
the" moſt | proper” Piiniſhment ; ''6p. 
the Perſonal uilt of our Sins muſt 
be'transferred Upon him, -But'firice 
you'deny this," you. muſt yield Pit 
niſhment 'to be taken ina ſenſeleſs 
proper, but 'yet/a''trie Punillitiient 
 for8in and properly ſo-called Fbe. 
"Sin - was the near Iimpulfve 
Cauſe of it. - Therefore, thoſe whe 
&© aſſert the Sufferings of Chrift't 
hive been 2 triie Prreſlmetit for'Sin 
Have no' reaſon 'tb; be condemned 
and cenſured as' approach! ing'to $04 
tinianiſm. For, if | this hold'all 
guſt ' be either Artinomians or Soct- 
#ians'; but as' you defire to-avoid 
both extremes your ſelf,” ſo'I hope 
You will allow your Brethref | 
fame 


Pan W. of CHRIS'T. 173 


fam , Although they;may 
* 4 Fer Fin ſome modes 'of Ef 


at Of the chin of Perſons "0 
tween Chriſt and Us; and f or s 
ſt He ffering 3 7 Our Peale || 


': | | This Artideaboutthe Commuteti- 
IT on of Perſons" was thought fit! | 
\ | pitched upon-as,the Foundation: 0 


a New Charge upon. Mr. W* Book : 
From hence a great-heat hath"Hiſeh 
about the Senſe of it; and" TI pet 

ccive by your Ap el. Þ. 43; that | 
there is ſo ck iſſatis faFion (till 2 
among the Diſſenting ha —_ g 


IP. 
{t 

0 

Is 

{3 

at 
Ib 
: they will not Renounce the Antinomian 
n 

d 

Jl 

i! 

fl 

d 

© 

S 

QC 


- on Wo - _ <IIPIDr CET 


Errors till ſatisfaftion be given.as to 
what Mr. W. is charged with. Now 
this to-me ſeems to be a very ſtrange 
method of Proceeding, If they do 
really think the Antinomian. rp 
to be Errors indeed, why muſt the 
Renouncing them depend upon Mr. 
W's giving them fatisfaCtion in this 
matter ? ' Suppoſe the other ſide had 
faid, That they would not ys 

the 


— 
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of the "Sufferings Batt - 4 - 
the Sociniatt of Arminian® Ds rites ie 
ti Ms."C. My.Ch. M-.M.'% = > 
cleared- themſelves of Antin Joy bay e, | - 
would this have been thought area- 
ſonable Excuſe >" "Would they: nc 
have ſaid; that now they ſhe 5 
deed what Fondneſs they had' for 
thoſe Opinions , when they put it 


Upon ſuch term whicl h they thought 
would never b accepted 0 of? If it 
c DN one ſide, it muſt on: the's- 


tage of ſuch anumaccountable ry 
neſs; *but proceed" to-ari Im partial 
Exakttnation of "this matter, as-It 
lies on both fides. Which will re- 
quire the laying open briefly, the 
Rife and Progreſs of this Diſpute 5 
and then conſider what Difference 
there ſtill femainsz and what are 
the beſt means to compoſe it, + 

x.'As to the Riſe and Progreſs of 
this Diſpute, we muſt look for it in 
Dr. Criſp 5 whoſe Opinions Mr. W. 
tindertook to Confute, Now his 


P. 270. words are, Mart it well, Chriſt hins- 


ſel f 3s not fo compleatl 51 Righteous, but 
we are as Righteous as he was 5 nor. 
we 


| Part I, of CHRIST. 

D RF; ve. ſo contpleatly Sinful, but Chrif be- 

Pies bore mate iv, or comple 
IIS - So that here 1s a di- 


| ad C 16,75 and ſtands in our 
" Ftead, we take Chriſt s Perſon and Con- 
' dition and fland in his ſtead. "Theſe 
wordsare notdenied to be D. Criſp's, 
and they are no ſudden or occafio- 
nal Expreſſions; but are, grounded 
upon his. main Principle ' of the 
Tranſlation of our Perſonal Gnilt 
upon Chriſt and his Perſonal'Rig 
teouſneſs on Believers: $0 that here 


i5no force or ſtrain upon his words. 
/Now to this Mr. W. ſaith, The 


17s 


red 'C} "ahi $3 ; Chriſt takes our Perſons ; 


= Difference zs , © whether there be a 
IE Change of Perſon between Chriſt and 
X- Believers This the Door affirms 
and [ deny. The Queſtion hence 
'v aroſe, whethbe theſe Words could 
: be reaſonably extended beyond that 
f Senſe in which the Dr: aflerted it? 
7 None could deny. but there might 
' be other Senſes of the Change of 
2 Perſons; but in ſuch a caſe by all 
A reaſonable ways of interpreting the 
js Senſe of Ambiguous Words, we muſt 


have 
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176 Of the Sufferinds Part II. 


| have recoutſeto the true Occafion'of 
- them. And I muſt declare thatTean 


ſee no reaſon'for the heat thathath 


4 L A; 
* x \ 
*% 


Phraſe , 'of Change of Perſon , and 
Change of Perſons. But that I may 
exprefs my Senſe of this matter more 
diſtinaly, I ſhall do it in theſe par- 
ticular. ©," | AS | 
-(1.) That Mr. W.: did not irivent 
the Phraſe of Change of Perſor to co+ 
veranill meaning.: But you feemto 
_ intimate ſo much ; when you ſay, 
nog Fo That it was not hnown till he ſtarted 
p.35- Z7ts and that it is a Phraſe only ads 
juſted to expreſs no more than what the 
Socinians do conſtantly grant; and 
by it you think is meant, a Change of 
Chriſf's Perſon from Eaſe to Pain for. 
our Good. But if you had carefully 
| looked into the words of Dr. Criſp, 
you could not but obſerve that he 
took the Phraſe from him. Chriſt 
takes our Perſons and Condition and 
ftands in our flead 5 we take Chriſt's 
Perſon and Condition and ſtand in his 
ſtead, And ſoon after, So that, if 
you will reckon-well, you muſt always 
TOY reckou 


; m_—__ FLY Y % 


- Partl. of CHRIST. 177 
reckon. your, ſelf in another's. Perſon, ch 
and that other. in your Perſon. Here | 
i: and by it he underſtands. the - 
Tranſlation of Believers, Perſonal | 
Guilt upon Chriſt, and his Perſonal 
Righteouſneſs, on them; ſo that 
thereby. Chril#zs become as ſinful as 
| they, and they as compleatly righteous 
nt |. 4+ be. His yore can have no other 
F:: meaning... And notlong after, That 
o | Sucrifice of his made the Exchange, 
y, that by virtue of this we became. that 
i which Chriſt was, and. Chriſt. became 
d. | *2at which we-were., Why then do, 
be || you charge Mr. W. with inventing 
this. Phraſe to ſerve.the- Socimans ; 
of | when he denied it, becauſe hefound, 
5 It uſed by the Antinomians, But 
| how came this Phraſe to-be invented 
; by Mr. W. tO gratify F the. Socimanss 
+4 when. he faith that, Dr. Cr. athirmed, . 
8 | the Change of Perſon andhe denied 
d it? Would heinyentit on purpoſe 
'F to ſerve therfi and deny -it when he 
had done ? This. makes him not 
very capable of doing them any 
great-Service, if F. had a mind tq 
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17,8 . Of the Sufferings Part "8 
Hp two jt, But Mr. W. Caith fot hi 
hncenor. That he did not Strvent the Phy aſco 

| Change of Perſon, but uſed and cite 

# as Dr. Crifp's; and that this wit 
ell be denied, and not « Chimyge © 
Perſons, which be filly aſſerted. Wha 
is to be done 1n this caſe? Yon, 
charge him with inventing a Phraſe 
to ve the Soctnfans, and he de- 
nies the Phraſe, and the Senſe of it; - 
wou charge him with denying the 
Change of Perſons, and he exprefly 
owns and aſlerts it. - rv, 
All that I can find that you have 

Appeal, to plead for your ſelf is, That bis 

p16. » Friend and Defender denies the 

p. 30, 31. Change of Perſons ;, and. aſſerts that & 

Change of Perſon may be allowed in 4 

dpod enſe 3 that he oppoſes a Change of 

erſons, and ſets up a Change of Per- |. 
for finguldry. Sappoſe all this'to be 

Appeal, true. What follows > Ther he took 

PIT @ Wrong way to defend hin. Grant 

that, how dothit appear fromthence 

that Mr. WV. muſt ſuffer for the Mi- 

— Rebule, ſtakes of a Friend > And yet evert 
7-3" he hath ſufficiently cleared his mea« 
ning when he faith, That My. W. 
denied 


 PartI.. of CHRIST. 
» | denied thothing, was concetned to de- 
 #y nothing but what the Dr. had fr 
wild monſtrous ſenſt of Change of Per= 
Jons roach den | hs the 5 or 
Believers 5 ind therefore Mr. W. did 
not, could not deiiy any thing ſe, ac- 
cording to all the Rules pen | Law 
Pertinent Diſcourſe. This is plain 
3 | Reaſoning without any quirks of 
| Wit to lefen the force of it. And 
ly | ſoon atter, ſetting down Dr. Criſp's 
' | words, he faith, Azd now you have 
B z, what is that .Change of Perſons, 


s of 


- 


79. 


aved; but the Dr. had affirmed a 


- 


P. 39 


w | which the Dr. affirms and Mr. W. de- 


he mes, which had henot, he had denied 
'4 his Redeemer and betrayed the Goſpel. 
'4 Theſe are ſevere words, but they 
of ſhew what his tfne Apprehenſion 
”- | was of the Change of Perſons asde- 
Ye | ied by Mr. /. which could be no 
ok | other than that Senſe in! which Dr: 


It Cr. aſſerted it, whether it be Changs 


CE of Perſon, or Change of Perſons: 
Mt © 18 T0 


f 5 


UMI - 1994 


AO » HE, PHOTO Pm a ny _ - 
RC ——  ——— —— — — — _ 


EE TT 34" 
47v " b 
WRT IIB ee mr” -* * 


Of 
ATI wana” _ 
one nn er or EEE PR OR YI DIO 


= ——_— 


>: $a; er 


STOP go rey ny 


: - 
pe a5 pf A F+ 
y CR 2 7 Tn Wang ore, 
Ce a a Be es Ae oe Ee area ner 


Rack ner 
-_ 


k 
os , o..” as 6 F 
PO _ — 

*Y ATV SIRI. 
* oO i PEER Woomy 


©. 5d 
T7. L 
£ 
IP > 
ye 
[4 


£ 


Books written by the Right Revgrpud 
Father in God, Edw. Stillinger, - 


D.D. late L. Biſhop of WorceſWr. 
and ſold by Henry Mortlock at 5 B 
Phoenix 2» S?. Paul's Church-Tard., 


Rational accotitt of the Grounds of the 
: 4 Proteſtant Religion ; being a Vindication - 
of the LordArchbiſhop of Canterbury's Reiati- 
on of - a, Conference, &c, from the.pretended 
Anſwer of T. C- Wherein the true Grounds 
of Faith are cleared, and the falſe diſcovered, 
and: rhe Church of. Exg/and rvindicated from 
the Impurarion of Schilm ; and rhe moſt Im- 
portant Controverſies berween us and rhoſe of 
the Church of Rome throughly examined,. The 
2d Edition, Fol. | | ; 

Origines Britanice, or the Antiquities of the 
Britiſh Churches,” with a Preface concerning 
ſome pretended Antiquities relating to Britain, 
in Vindication of the Biſhop of Sr. Aſaph. Fol: 

Fenicum, a Weapon-Salve for the Churches 
Wound, Quarto. , 

Origines Sacre, Or a Rational account of 
the Grounds of Chriſtian Fairk, as ro rhe 
Trurh and Divine Authority of the Script. and 
rhe matters rherein contain'd. Quarto, This ' 

5s now printing in Folro' with Additions. 

The. Unreaſonableneſs of Separation, or at 
Imparrial Account of rhe Hiſtory, Nature and 
Pleas of the preſent Separation from the Com- 
munion of the Ch. of England. 2d Edition! 


Nuarto. 


A Let- 
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* ALerter ro Mr. G. giving a true Account of 
a lare- Conference ar the D,of P's, © © 

A Second Letter to:Mr, G. in anſwer torwo 
Letrers lately publiſhed concerning the Copfe- 


renee at the D. of P's. 
*& Diſcourſe ' concerning the Nature and 


Grounds of the certainty of Faith, in anſwer ' 
' to F. S. his Catholick*Letters, ., 


The Council of Trene Exanth'd and Dif. 
prov'd by Catholick Tradition, in the main 
Poinrs in Controverfie between Us and the 
Church of Rome ; with a particular Account 
of the Times -and Occaſions of Introducin 


, theme ParrT, ' To which a Preface is pre- 
-fixed concerning the True Senſe of the Coun. 


cil of Trent, 'and the Notion of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, | 
A Diſcourſe+ concerning rhe Idolatry pra- 
Ctiſed in the Church of Rome, and the hazard 
of Salvarion in the Commiunion of it. Otavo. 
"An Anſwer to ſeveral late 'Treariſes occafi- 


oned by a Book entituled, A' Diſcourſe con- - 
cerning the Idolatry practiſed in the Church 


of Rome, and the hazard of Salvarion in rhe 
Communion of ir ; Part'I. Otave. 

A Second Diſcourſe in. Vindieation of the 
Proteſtant Grounds of Fairh, againſt rhe pre- 
rence of Infalibiliry in'the Roman Church, in 
Anſwer ro the Guide in Controverſie, by R, H, 
Proreſtancy' withour Principles, and Rexſon 
and Religion ; or-the certajn Rule of Faith, 


by E. W. with a particular enquiry into the 


Miracles of the Roman Church. Ofavo, 
An Anſwer to Mr, Cre/J)'s Epiſtle apologe- 


rical ro a Perſon of Fionour, rouching his Vin- 


dication of Dr. Stilling fleet, Oftavo, 
A Defence of the Diſcourſe concerning the 
N 3 Idolatry 


pare 
099 - DOI ATARI - 


= 
” 
<v t's 2" "HP OI rt ore” 9 re 
93 RF — — 


. 'V Fr Wa -4 6 PY 


\ 
Eos WRC - 6p 
— om. ww wr yu Re TOR HT 4 SO os 


7 -; as q 
x x 6 Gs. y *F; 
— TIT Ye oe WT On nes Pore gn ' 


NT Oe NT 


OO IOC oY OO IO PREY: Lo OY  REpoypraern Www ATED” 


af - a " FO "FIE'S "8: ns. tht 
% ven Do $03” ou n 
Cr Wor ORR a 


[dolarry praQtiſed in the Church of Rome, in 
pen ch', a Book entiruled, Catholicks no ]- 
dolaters : OfFavo, —- . he eg 
Several Conferences berween a, Roman 
Prieft, 'a Phanatick Chaplain, and a Divine of 
che Church of England ; being a full Anſwer 
to thelare Dialogues of T, G. Q&avo. © 

© A Diſcourſe concerning Bonds of Reſignari- 
on of Benefic'in point of Law and Conſci- 
ence, in Oftavo, - nh I 
_ A Diſcourſe concerning the Illegaliry of the 
Ecclehaftical Commiſſion,” in anſwer. ro the 
Vindication and Defence of it : wherein rhe 


» 


rfue notion of the Legal Supremacy is clear- 
ed ; and an Account is given of the Narure, . 


Original and Miſchief of the Diſpenſing Pow- 
er. | "3" IM; = 
_ The Grand Queſtion concerning the Biſhops 


Right xo yore in Parliament in Caſes Capital 

ſtared and argued, from the Parliament Rolls 

- and rhe Hiſtory of former times ; with an En- 
quiry into their Peerage, and Three Eſtates 
in Parliament, Oftavo, or 

. A Diſcourſe concerning the Doctrine of 


Chrift's SatisfaCtion ; or the true Reaſons of 


his Sufferings; with an Anſwer ro the Socni- 
. an Objections. To 'which, is added, A Ser- 
mon concerning the Myfteries of the Chriſti- 
an Faith, Preached April 9. 1691. Witha 


Preface concerning the'rrue ſtate of the Con- 
troverſie abour Chriſt's Sarisfaction,. The Se- 
cond Edition, $0,  _ ® | 


Sermons preached upon ſeveral Occafions * 


in ho olumes $0. 
A Fourth Volume will be publiſhed in a lir- 
tle rime, never before printed. 6 


- A Diſcourſe in Vindicarion of the NLO * 
L SES %EDSS-. 4 b vhs. 0 * wv &. "8 RF © . . 0 
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| Jab deere and Reaſon, A 
the dilerens, Exp Raxolications of the Tri- 
nity, RM the my of the preſenr Socini- 


b 


of the Trinity : : mpLand an Anſinr tothe lave So 
ciniqn Hogs ag mink it © from Scripture, 


reface COn=- 


«xn Controyerſie, The ſecond Edition, 8. 
The Biſhop of Thee s Anſwer to Mr. 
Locks Lener concerning ſome Paſſages rela- 
ting to his Eflay of Humane Underitanding, 
mentioned in the late Diſcourſe in Vindicati- 


.on of yd ft Mich. Toienpe © Ao 


ſwer to ſome ns made on that Trea- 
riſe in a late Socinian Pamphler. 

An Anſwer to Mr. Logk's Whener; where- 
in his Notion of Ideas is proved o be incon= 
fitent with ir ſelf, and with the ile of the 
Chriſtian Faith. 80. 

Eccleſiaſtical Caſes relating to the Duties 
and Rights of the Parochia IC er ſtared mX. 


reſolyed according ro the Principles of Conic- 


ence and Law. $8ve. 

The Rule of Faith : Or an Anſwer ro the 
Treatiſe of Mr, F, $. entityled, Sure-footin , 
&c. <A Tore Roe D. D. ro which is ad» 

to Mr. F, S's third Appendix, 


| Ch by ens [Slings D. D. 


The Effigies of the Right Reverend Father 
in God, Edward Lord Biſhop of Wrcefter, 


Engraven @n a Copperqlar by Rekere White, 


Price 6d, EY 


The Antiquities of Nott: axbanſbhee Ex- 
rracted our apa of 3 Qriginal, Evidences 
Leiger-Books , and orher Manuſcriprs, aj 
Aurhenrick Authorities; beaurified with Maps, 
Proſpects and Porrraictures ;. by Reb. Thornton 
of Phyſick, Folto, _ 
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1.84 
'_ * Ho Chronologica, Olympiadum, Pyrhi= - 
adum, Ifthinizdum,Nemeadum, Quibus Ve- 

_ reres. Graci 'Tempora ſua - Metiebanrur, pev | 
Guliclmum* Lloyd, A. M. Epiſcopi a pipes. 
fis filium,” Fol. 

Combridge Concordance, 
* 'Baker's Chronicle. 

' Prince Arthur, by Sir Richard Blaihmere; | 
 -»-= His Paraphraſe on the Book of Fob, &. | 
Dryden's Fables. 

" An Expofition on the 39 Articles of the 
Church of England, by rhe Biſhop of Sarum. *: 


'The Folly and Daieafoabletefs of Athe. | 
im demonſtrated from the Advantage and F 
Pleaſure of a Religious Life ; The Faculties 
of Humane Souls: The Structure of Animare 
Bodies, and'the Origine and Frame of the 
World ; In Eight Sermons 3 : Preacheg ar-the 
Lecture, Foutided by-rthe Honourable Robert 
Boyle, Eſq; in the Firſt Year, 1692. 

Of Revelarion, and the Meflias: A Ser- 
mon preached ar the Publick Commencement 
at Cambridge, Fuly the: 5th. 1696. ;- Both . by 
Richard Bentley, D. D. Chaplain in Ordinary, 
Libraxy-Keeper ro his Majeſty, and Maſter 
of Trinity' Colledge j in Cambridge, 

An Hiſtorical Examination © the Authoriry 
of General.Councils, tewing the:Falſe Deal . 

» Ing that hath been uſed in WP publiſhing of | 
them ; and rhe Difference ngft the Pa- 
piſts themſelves abour their, Number. - The 
Hecond Edirion/ Corrected Yato. By Robert 
Fenkzn late Fellow of ST. Foly's Colled ge in 
Cambridpe } 
"- Fhe | SOGEA of Fallen Bebckren ; .COn- 
rainig g the Subſtange of rwo dermans on Gal, 
| VL 
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Publick Penance, by certam Criminals,- on 
the Lord's Dayy uſually called' Mid-Lent.Som- 
day, 1696, in the Pariſh-Church of Old Swin- 
ford in Worceſterſhire ;; by Simon Ford, D. D. 
and Rector there ::'with a Preface, by rhe 
Righr Reverend Father in God Edward Lord, 
Biſhop of Worceſter, 5 | 
&- .- : Some Diſcourſes, Sermons and Remains of 
'- | the Reverend Mr. Fof, Gl/anvill, lare: Rector 
& | of. Bathe, and Chaplain in Ordinary to his Ma- 


jeſty_; collected into. ohne Volume, and- pub-. 


liſhed by Anthony Horneck., D, D. Preacher ar 
the Savoy; with a. Sermon preached -ar. his 


3 Funeral, by Fojepb Pleydell Axchdeacon of Chis. 


cheſterj*qto. 


courſe of the chief things neceſſary ro.'be, 
known,: believed and practiſed, in 'ordet; to 
Salyarioni, with a Supplement , - oy. Samuel 
Cradock, 'A Book neceflary to be read inFa- 
milies, 4#0. "2 2 


S 

2 Hh. 7% 

E : -Knowledge and. Practice ;. or a plain Dif-, © 
e | 

© 

£ 


' The Countrey mans Recreation 5 or- the; 
4 Arr of Planting, Grafting and Gardening. \*-. 

f The Unreaſanableneſs of a Separation from- 
J the new: Biſhops : Or a Treatiſe abour.Eecle- 


fiaſtical Hiſtory, ſhewing .thart alrhough a Bi- 


7 ſhop was unjuſtly deprived, neither -he nor; 
* the Church ever mage a Separation, . if. rhe 
f Succeflor was not an Hererick, -in-4/0, 


- The Caſe of Sees, vacant by an Unjuſt or 
Uticanonical-Depriyarion itared, in Reply ro 
j | 2 Treariſe entiruled; A. Vindication af the 
| Fk  Deprived . Biſhops, &c. rogether with the ſe- 
"oY veral other Pamphlets larely publiſhed as An- 
{wers tothe Rarocezan Treatiſe ; both by Hum- 
phry Hody, D. D. Fellow of #adham College 
in Oxford, | 
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the Nature 0 Ido. 
deeper apy ns "ot ow ent 


otion of Ldolaary + is confidered and con- 


4to. - 

Protettant Certainty, or a hoer Treatifa 
ſhewring how a Proccktane may be well aFured 
of the Arricles of his Faith, 40, 


A Diferrarion von the Epiſtles of Phaarys: 
with an Anſwer to the Objections. of the Ho- 
nourable Charles Boyle, Eſq; By Ri aps" Bent+ 
ley,'D. D. $0, To To which added, a 
Chronological Account, of the Life of Pxtha- 
goras and other Famous. Men his Contem _S- 
raries; with an./Epiftle ro rhe Reverend 
. Hy about Po nent TORY ou 
| x a 5 r eren 
In Cod alin nd Bits of Worceſter. 
Ten Sermons onde before her Royal 
Highneſs hs Princeſs Anne of Denmark , ar 
the Chappe! ar Sr. Fames's ; by Lewis Atters 
bury, L. i D. and one of the Six Preachers 
to her Royal Highneſs, 
The Happy. Aſcerick, or the Beſt Exerciſe; 
water with Prayers ſuitable to each Exer- 
' er To which is op, Los 96 —_ 
ualiry, concerning t ves of the 
TS 
an t Repre in 2 
Diſcourſe concerning the "Ep an Day of Judge 
ment, and irs power 10 pp an 
Senſual Delights, and Recrearions, 80. 
The Exerciſe of rayer ; ora Help to De- 
votion: containing 'Prayers and Devorions 
for Severe? Fate Theſe three by 4n- 
tbony Hernech,, D, D. late Preacher art the 


Sev, 


by 


"FS #4 T. 


« os. EN 
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rhe growth of the 
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Several Effays in Political Arichmaciehs; Con- 
cerning the Multi / ranges of Mankind and 
ity of London : Obſerva- 
tions on the Dublin Bills, or Accounts of the | 
Houſes , Hearths, Baptiſms and Burials in 
Concerning the People, Houſing, 


_ - Cnonct &c. of London and Pari;; proving 
| pres be hasas oy he as Bays, Rome 


and Rouew Fur eget ; "with a Diſcourſe 

concerning the Exrent i Value of Lands, 
People, Saddngy Hebgadty, Manufactures, 
Commerce, Fiſhery}, Artizans, Seamen, Sol- 
diers, Publick Revenues, Intereſt, Taxes, &c. 
as the ſame relates to every Countrey i in gene» 
ral, but more- particularly ro the;Territories 
of his Majeſty of Great Brizain, Holland, "Zea- 
land and {nt ; by Sir William Petty, latg 
Fellow of the Roy Sociery, in $0. 

The New:State of England under our pre- 
ſent Mor rel” King William the Third, in 
three Parts; containing 1ſt, A General "Ae. 
count of _——_— with a particular Deſcrip- 
tion of jrs {everal Counties, Ciries, Univerki - 
ties, Markets and Borough-Towns ; and a 
Survey of Wales, 24. Of: rhe Original, Tem- 
per, Genius, Language, Trade, Religion oy 
Governmear of rhe Engliſh , of the 
Prerogarive, Power, Court and Rev 


Of the Nobiliry and Gentry, Clergy bo | 


: hh ſuccinct Hiſtory of the 

Queens of > ro this rime; 

-) A Deſerition of the Court of Par- 

liament, Privy Council, and all Courrs. of 
udicarure, and a Ca of rhe preſent 

cers in Church and Stare :* The Third 

Edition, with great Improvements, in 80. _ 


' Theogya- 


188 


. - Theognaphta, or a new Art of Short-hand 3 


being a+ more. Natural, Grammarical;” and 


Eafie ' Merhod than any yer Extant* Otigi 
gly invented by Abraham Nicholas, *A; M, 


don: 2 Fhe Fourrh Kirion, 8v0: - ; 

The Clerk's Furor | in Chancery , giving 
rrue Directions by AuthentickPrecedents how 
to draw Aﬀidavits, Interlocurory Orders, Re- 
ports - before Maſters; Bills, Anſwers,” Pleas 
and-Demurrers, with ſuch Proceſs, Proceed- 
ings and other Inſtruments relaring rhereunto, 
as-are'now in uſe in that High and Honoura- 
ble Court #:To which is prefixed an Introduc- 
rion with ſome Caſes of Nore larely adjudged, 
and ſeyeral new Orders thade for rhe Regu- 
laring the. practice thereof: Thes go cond Edi- 
tion with large Additions; 4 

- The Practice of his Majeſty C61 Ir 
chequer at V/tminſter, as'to Proceedings in 
Equity by Engliſh Bill, parallel" to the Courſe 
uſed in rhe' High Court of Chancery ; con- 
raining Precedents of the moſt Exact and Au- 


s 4 


thentick Forms of Bills, Anſwers, Pleas and 


Demurrers, -Lorerlocurory Orders, Commit: 
ons; Injun&tions, Aﬀdavits , Interrogatories, 
7 the orher Proceſs and Pleadings as have 

been drawn' by the moſt Learned, Able and 
Experienced Council, Clerks and Practirio- 


ners ; and approved of by the ſaid Courr for 


more than 35 Years laſt paſt, in 8vo, 
' Plutarch's Liyes 'in- 5 Volumes: 
Kilburn's Preſidents, a new 'Edirton with 


_ large Addirions. 


4 Sir William Temple's Lertery 
* Durington' $ Travels into Germany, &c. 
Peteres 


Enlarged and Publiſhed by Thomas Sclater, ; 
and'approved'of by the able Penmen in Lon- 


of Bx- 


— 
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_Peteres Vindicati : In an Expoſtulatory:. Ler- 


I L : - ; —_ } 

4 ter ro:Mr. Sclater of Putney, upon: his Conſen- 
t ſis Vererum,&c,. wherein the abſurdity of his 
t | Method, abd the weakneſs of his Realons are 
po hewn.z His falſe Aſperfions upon the. Church 
3 of Eng/and are,wiped off, and her Faith con- 
1 cernang the Euchariſt proved to be thar'of the 
p niuve Church : Together with Animad- 
f: verſions. on Dean Boles French Tranſlation 
+ |} of, and Remarks upon Bertram, . + +: 
s {| © An Anſwer to the Compiler of Nubes Teſti 
; | wm: Wherein is ſhewn, Thar Antiquity. (in 
F relation to the Points recs: {er down 
. by him) did nor for the firſt five, hundred 
: | Years Believe, :Teach and Practice +as.. rhe 
) { Churchof Rome dothat preſent BeheygFeach 
; | and Practice ; Together with a Vindication 
: { of Vereres Vindicats from the late, waak* and 

| difingenuous Attemprs of the Author e&Tran-" 

l | ſubſtanriarioti Defended, by the Author of rhe 
Anſwer ro Mr. Sclater of Putney. 
; '. A Lerter to Father Lewes Sabran Jeſuit, in 


an{wer to his Letter to-a Peer of rhe Church 
, | of England ; wherein rhe Poſtſcript to the An- 
Y A{ſwer ro the Nubes Teſtium is Vindicated, and 
Father Sabran's Miſtakes farther diſcover'd. 

A ſecond Letter ro.Father Lews Sabran-Je- 
ſuir, in anſwer to his Reply. . 

A Vindicartion.6f the Principles of the Au 
thor of the Anſwer ro the Compiler of, Nukes 
Teſtium in anſwer to a late prerended Letter 
from. a Difſenter to the Divines of the Chureh 
of Enzland, The Five by Dr. Gee, Chaplain 
in Ocdinary ro His Majefty, 


The Remains of Sir Walter Rawleigh, con- 
taining his Maxims of State : Advice ro_ his 
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Son 2 


190. 


£06 


* 


Son : His Son's Advice to his Father: His 
Sceprick : Obſervarions concerning the*Cau- 
His Obſervations rouching Trade' and' 


| 5 


#> 


| merce with the Hollander and other Nations ; 


proving thar our Sea and Land Cottingdizies 
mrich and ftrengrhen orher Countries apainf 
our own: His Lertters to divers Perſons of 
Quality : The Prerogarive of Parliaments in 
- England , prov'd' in a Dialogue berween a 
Councellor of State and a Juſtice of Peace, 
in 12's. | , q 
'  'The Common-Prayer-Book*the Beft Com- 
_ ro prepare ng gn oy Ba 
J's. Supper, being a Preparar ce 
pllected our- of the Lieuyd" of che Church 
t Enprand ; io which are prefixed Perſwa- 
Diſcourſes ro 0g the Digniry of that 
| rhe*neceſſityof receiving 


The New-years-gift cotnplear, in fix Parts, 


compoſed of Meditations and Prayers for eve- 


ry Day in the Week ; with Devotions for rhe 
crament, Lenr, and orher Occafions, in 12's. 
The Firſt Part may be bad by it ſelf, in 12's. 


The Chriftian Patrert; or a Divine Trea- 
tiſe of the Imirarion of Chriſt, written Origi- 
nally in Latin by Thomas of Kempis above 200 
years ſince, newly "Tranſlated, in 24's. 

A Choice Manual, or Rare Secrers in Phy- 
fick and Chirurgery ; colle&ted and practiſed 
by the Right 'Honourable rhe Coumeſs of 
Kent late deceaſed: wherero are added feve- 
fal Experiments of the Vertue of Gaſcon's 
Powder and Lapis contra- Taruam, by a Pro- 
feifor of Phyfick ; as alfo moſt exquiſite ws - 


ept pr On of the Lord's Supper with Di- 


ections and Prayers for the more profitable 
Exetciſe -of our private Religion in "the ſtate 
-ofour progreſs and improyement in the Chri- 
tian Life, in 24's. * 


School-Books fold by Hem Mortlock 


Him Interpreratione & Norris illuftra- 
vit Ludovidus Des Prez, 1 in ufum Delfini. 

Huic Edigjone accefſere vira Horarii-cum Da- 
certi Chronologia Horariana, & 'Prefario de 
Satyra Romana, $0. .Þ 

L. Annzus Florus, 'in-utum Delta 800, 

ew in uſum Delfini. __ 

eufdeni/Compendium Grzcum Novi Te» 
ſtamenri, in, $v0, Quinta Editio. 

Janus Linguarum Trilinguis, five Johannis 
Amos Comenii Janua Linguarum, 80. 

Grzcz Grammarices Rudimenta in uſum 
Scholz Weſtmonaſterienſis. 

 Busby's Apollodorns, in ufum Scholz Weſt- 
monaſterienfis. 

Nomenclatura Brevis Reformara, in uſign 
Scholz Weſtmonaſt, | 

An, Engliſh Introduction to the Larine 
Tongue, for rhe uſe of the Lower Forms in 
twaſs School, 

Grzca Epigrammarta, in uſ. Scholz Weſt. 
Marrialis Epigram, in uſum Scholz Weſt, 
Juyenal in-ufum Schole Weſtmonaſt, + 
A General Examinarion of the Common 

Greek Grammar , according to Dr. Busby's 
method, chiefly intended for grounding young 
Sinners. 


JMI - 1994 


C 


| if Sad onda of Confirr 1 
Englih and {rm the Latin-reviſed and much - 
amended, by Edw. Boughn, D. D. firred for 
the uſe of Schools. 

An Explanation of the Aion) Rules 
4a 7 Genders x Nouns in _- es Gram- 
'mar;. by/wayi0 Queſtion an wer : b 
Fon Z 49” Mafter ' of the Freg-Sehool i 
Newark ; mw proper to be- bound up with 


the Of 7.6 | 
bs Proverbs Engliſh and Latin, Al- 


ally ooberanl L for the help of: Memo- 


